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Although data support the notion that students’ character is influenced by their 
college experience, research has not addressed the confluence between students’ 
perceptions of institutional characteristics and their moral development. The purpose of 
this study was to ascertain if a relationship existed between undergraduate students’ 
perceptions of the strength of community and their level of moral development, and 
whether that relationship varied significantly based on students’ levels of community 
engagement, conceptual development, and certain demographic subgroup comparisons, 
defined as classification, residential status, and gender. Utilizing three instruments, this 
correlation study collected self-reported, quantitative data online from 98 respondents at a 
small private Christian liberal arts college in the southeast. Students’ perceptions of the 
strength of community and their level of moral development were measured by the 
College and University Community Inventory (CUCI) (McDonald, 1996) and the 
Defining Issues Test (DIT) (Rest, 1979) respectively. The Community Engagement 
Inventory (CEI), a descriptive survey designed by the researcher, assessed participants’ 
demographic information and level of community engagement. 
Data were collected online and analyzed for significant correlations across the 
variables. Due to a less than ideal return rate and therefore, a slightly unrepresentative 
sample, there were not always ideal numbers of participants for correlations and 
subgroup comparison analyses. Students’ perceptions of the strength of community and 
their level of moral development were not significantly related for this sample. The only 
variable that was found to have a significant relationship between moral development and 
perception of community was the low level of conceptual development (cumulative 
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GPA). Analysis of covariance was administered to increase the power of the significance 
test between different groups on moral development by reducing the variability of 
perception of community, the covariate. This statistical test revealed that the relationship 
between moral development and perception of community varied significantly with 
respect to students’ levels of community relationships, conceptual development, and 
classification.  
 The data were discussed to assess current students’ moral development and 
perceptions of community, to reconsider the variables in the campus environment that 
may relate to moral development, to suggest the integration of curricular and cocurricular 
initiatives within the campus community that promote character development, and to 
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INTRODUCTION & STATEMENT OF PROBLEM 
 
Introduction 
“To some generations, much is given. Of other generations, much is expected. 
This generation has a rendezvous with destiny” (Roosevelt, 1936, as cited in Howe & 
Strauss, 2000, p. 352). While President Franklin Delano Roosevelt might not have 
expected his statement about the GI generation would be relevant almost seven decades 
later, he could have been referring easily to the Millennial generation. In their book, 
Millennials Rising: The Next Great Generation, Neil Howe and William Strauss (2000) 
referred to the current generation as Millennials, born after 1982 and whose parents are 
part of the Boomer generation (p. 4). In Newsweek, Barbara Kantrowitz and Keith 
Naughton (2001) proposed that this Millennial generation that “once had it all—peace, 
prosperity, even the dot-com dream of retiring at 30—faces its defining moment” (p. 48) 
as it considers how to respond to events such as September 11. Indeed, our nation and our 
world are confronted with unprecedented change. Perhaps more than ever, we need 
young men and women who are determined to do the right thing even in the face of 
senseless tragedy. This enormous responsibility will require a moral fortitude of courage 
and conviction. 
Unfortunately, stories of heroism, integrity, and friendship too often become 
second fiddle to the tsunami disaster, war on terrorism, crime, and other countless 
“groundbreaking” news headlines. At some point, will our sensitivity to and judgment of 
reality become clouded, tainted, or even destructive? What reality will we ascribe to – 
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one of darkness, cynicism, hopelessness...or one of trust, faith, hope? Could it be that 
current problems demand a higher level of moral awareness and competence? The need 
for moral development was demonstrated in the 1999 Gallop poll among the general 
public. Nine out of ten people were interested in the morals of the nation; fifty percent 
believed the nation was in a “moral crisis;” forty-one percent said morals were a “major 
problem;” and only twenty-three percent were “optimistic” about society’s moral future 
(Gallop, 1999). Certainly, events such as 9-11 have made the public even more aware of 
moral issues in society.  
Even more significant is that morality seems to be the means by which students 
feel they can survive in this ever changing society (Davey & Davey, 2001, p. 133). 
Students want to develop their moral values in order to “connect” to the culture and to 
others. They desire meaningful relationships and believe that the key lies in examination 
of their own moral beliefs about such relationships (p. 2). According to research by 
Mathieson and Bhargava (2003), students who want values programs were more socially 
active, focused on individual intellectual pursuits, politically liberal, and spiritual (p. 9). 
Similarly, Millennials are predicted to “rebel by behaving not worse, but better. 
Their life mission will not be to tear down old institutions that don’t work but to build up 
new ones that do” (Howe & Strauss, 2000, p. 7). While their promise exceeds former 
generations, the current state of the world requires immense responsibility and risk. Even 
in the face of this uncertainty, however, Millennials remain optimistic about their ability 
to make a difference (pp. 7-8). The 1996 survey conducted by Horatio Alger Association 
of Distinguished Americans and the 1995-1996 edition of Who’s Who Among American 
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High School Students showed that the Millennials were concerned most about the decline 
in moral and social values (Zoba, 1999, p. 61).  
This “moral ambiguity has spurred [Millennials] to want decisive boundaries and 
real answers” (Zoba, 1999, p. 64). Growing up in the safety movement, typical Millennial 
students have been sheltered and provided for by their parents (Rue, 2002). Because these 
parents tend to be over-protective, students are not accustomed to making their own 
decisions (Phalen, 2002). When Millennial students integrate their way of meaning 
making within the greater community, they are exposed to diverse perspectives (the 
unknown) that counter the sheltered lives of their childhood (the known). Meaning 
making is a term that describes the process for finding significance in events, 
relationships, and learning; for gaining a richer understanding of self in a larger context; 
and for experiencing a sense of wholeness (Keeling, 2004, p. 15). This search for 
meaning could be achieved through relationships with faculty and staff on campus. Based 
on research regarding schools that had high retention rates, the most significant variable 
leading to high student retention and contributing to a stable learning environment was 
the adult staff-to-student relationship (Sykes, 1998).  
In summary, the Millennial generation needs limits, opportunities for making 
decisions, and relationships with adults. In response to societal pressures and Millennials’ 
teachable spirits, it is the opinion of this author that higher education needs an intentional, 
integrated plan for moral education. 
Until a few decades ago, education was a “moral endeavor” (Laney, 1985, pp. 23-
24). The focus has shifted away from shared moral aims to individual career development 
and personal achievement. Steven Muller, president of John Hopkins University in 1980, 
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said, “the biggest failing in higher education today is that we fall short in exposing 
students to [moral] values” (Thompson, 1991). Do we even know what is ‘right’ 
anymore? Almost no universal definition exists for what is ‘right’; instead, the norm is 
that everybody is entitled to express their own opinions, values. Consequently, many 
people tolerate irresponsible behavior, such as, cheating, alcohol abuse, and adultery. At 
the very least, individuals view these behaviors and others differently. Our society has 
made so many excuses for wrong behavior. Even the old phrase, “Boys will be boys,” 
could imply that boys have the right to act inappropriately. Is that the kind of message we 
want to send our students? Is it just our way of coping with the complex issues that have 
struck our campuses? Are we afraid to make value judgments that we think have the 
potential to alienate some students or make us look judgmental or exclusive? Can we love 
the soul of our students and the standard simultaneously? Surely, we can respond in more 
morally responsible ways. 
The question is “...how well [have] our educational institutions...[communicated] 
an understanding of good and bad, right and wrong, and the compelling core of values 
that any society needs to sustain itself” (Wingspread Group on Higher Education, 1993, 
p. 4). As Roman jurist, Julius Paulus, said in the third century, “What is right is not 
derived from the rule, but the rule arises from our knowledge of what is right” (Davey & 
Davey, 2001, p. 139). When students are challenged to apply their sense of right and 
wrong, they are consequently developing their moral judgment. While many institutions 
achieve moral development at some level through class discussions, leadership training 
initiatives, and student conduct interventions, there must be a stronger emphasis placed 
on this across the entire higher education community. The truth is that moral questions 
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will not disappear if we choose to ignore them. Evasiveness only perpetuates the dilemma 
and sets the stage for moral failure. Because students’ moral development is influenced 
by many factors, including family, that occur before college, upon enrollment much of 
students’ values have already been formed (Bowen, 1982, p. 133). However, moral 
development is a lifelong process. Therefore, higher education’s challenge is to develop 
students’ moral reasoning so that tomorrow’s rules are products of conscience.  
The assumption in higher education is that moral development occurs during 
college, but educators (faculty) are not responsible (Love & Good-sell Love, 1995, p. 21; 
Bowen, 1982, p. 133; Flower, 2003, p. 297). For many institutions, large, small, public, 
or private, responsibility for the moral dimension of student development is held by the 
cocurriculum. As such, the student affairs profession has emphasized the importance of 
educating the whole person, known as holistic development. Despite a small number of 
ethics courses within the curriculum, many professors, reluctant to discuss right and 
wrong with students, believe students are hesitant to get involved in values discussion 
(Davey & Davey, 2001, p. 5). Moral dilemmas are much more than right and wrong 
issues anyway. A dilemma may be a crisis between two apparent rights. If professors 
continue to neglect moral debate among their students, higher education faces the threat 
of creating “idiotes,” which means individuals who are private and isolated or 
disinterested in public concerns (p. 5). Boyer (1987) pleas, “Our democratic way of life 
and perhaps our survival as a people rest on whether we can move beyond self-interest 
and begin to understand better the realities of our dependence on each other” (p. 8). The 
entire campus community of faculty, student affairs professionals, and students, must 
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give these discussions of moral significance enough credence to foster moral 
development among students. This is education’s obligation to democracy. 
Research (Astin, 1977; Astin, Sax, & Avalos, 1999; Boss, 1994; Dalton, Barnett, 
& Healy, 1982a; Dalton, Barnett, & Healy, 1982b; Dalton & Healy, 1984; Evans, 1987; 
McBee 1982) indicates that there are numerous isolated approaches to moral education in 
the curriculum and in the cocurriculum. I believe higher education needs a systemic, 
integrated approach to moral development that intentionally brings its constituents in 
relationship to and responsibility for their community. It is reasonable to assume that a 
campus community shapes and models a set of shared values—an institutional 
character—that manifests itself in its members—individual character—through 
relationships of trust and responsibility for that community—community commitments. 
These community commitments are exemplified in the campus community through its 
people, policies, and practices: Mission and Curriculum; Membership Rights and 
Responsibilities; Respect for Diversity and Individuality; Standards and Regulations; 
Service to Both Students and Institutional Community; and Institutional Rituals and 
Celebrations (McDonald, 2002, p. 148).  
Is it possible for the campus community to affect students’ character? Are 
students’ moral development and perceptions of community related? If community is the 
“capacity placed deep in the human soul to open up, to reach out, to give and take in a 
fabric of morally persuasive relationships” (Palmer, 2002, p. xv), the campus community 
may be the proper environment for moral development. If higher education succeeds at 
creating community, students’ perceptions of that community may act as a moral 
reminder of learned lessons and meaningful friendships. For “the way we know has 
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powerful implications for the way we live” (Palmer, 1987, p. 22). If we learn in 
community, it is almost certain we will live in community. “Love of learning” and “love 
of learners” makes this relatedness possible (p. 25), because “learners are brought into 
relationship to, and responsibility for, the world that their knowledge is about” (Palmer, 
2002, p. xiii). “This power to share effectively . . . is moral” (Dewey, 1916/1997, p. 360).  
Statement of Problem 
Chaos and confusion depict the climate that surrounds and pervades discussions 
of moral development within higher education. These problems lie mainly with the 
relativistic denial of any universally-accepted moral principles or any individual 
responsibility for the character of the campus community (Flower, 2003, p. 315), which 
are essential for the existence of a moral society—a neighborhood, a city, a church, a 
campus, or a nation. As a result, many young men and women are ill-prepared for the 
pressures of making life’s inevitable moral decisions, requiring critical thinking and 
problem-solving skills. Because “morals concern nothing less than the whole character” 
(Dewey, 1916/1997, p. 357), colleges and universities, committed to the holistic 
development of students, would be remiss to neglect moral development as part of their 
learning outcomes. Our campus communities need a shared, integrated vision of morality 
that intentionally seeks to foster moral development. If we do not challenge the morality 
of our students we are not really connecting. 
Within current research literature it is difficult to distinguish how educators of 
higher learning can respond collectively to Millennials’ concerns about the decline in 
moral and social values. The problem addressed in this study was that to date, educational 
research has not explored the confluence of moral development and perceptions of 
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community in undergraduate students. The information gathered in this study was 
important (1) for understanding the variables within the college experience that may 
influence students’ moral development and (2) for encouraging the integration of 
curricular and cocurricular offerings that prepare students to be of strong mind and 
character.  
Purpose of Study 
The purpose of this study was to ascertain if a relationship existed between 
undergraduate students’ perceptions of the strength of community and their level of moral 
development, and whether that relationship varied significantly based on students’ level 
of community engagement, conceptual development, and certain defined subgroup 
comparisons. This research was conducted at a private Christian liberal arts college in the 
southeast. Students’ level of moral development was determined by utilizing the Defining 
Issues Test (DIT) (Rest, 1979). The College and University Community Inventory (CUCI) 
(McDonald, 1996, 1999, 2002) assessed students’ perceptions of the effectiveness of this 
institution’s efforts to create and nurture community. The students’ classification, 
residential status, and gender were compared as subgroups of the sample population. 
Through the distribution of a descriptive survey, including demographic information and 
the Community Engagement Inventory (CEI), the researcher explored the influence of 
other variables that may relate to students’ perceptions of community and their level of 
moral development.  
Significance of Study 
If college graduates are expected to be of strong character, it is essential for such 
institutions to explore the process of educating students in that regard and not the 
 
9 
outcome alone. The outcome could reflect a multitude of variables—gender, race, family 
background, personality, or religion. Alexander Astin (1991) referred to these variables 
as “inputs...personal qualities the student brings initially to the educational program” (p. 
18). Educational leaders need data that show what institutional characteristics express its 
commitment to character and maximize students’ moral development.  
The results of this study will provide valuable feedback to colleges and 
universities in general, and to the site’s academic and student affairs leadership in 
particular, regarding the role of community in the development of character. These data 
will help institutions to reconsider the factors, both individual and collegiate, that 
influence students’ moral development. At the selected institution, the study is relevant 
for ascertaining the moral development of students so that a variety of approaches to 
moral education may be explored in the curriculum, as well as, the cocurriculum. This 
focus on moral education will support this institution’s organizational values of 
scholarship, philanthropy, character, leadership, and community, which guide policies 
and procedures (Carson-Newman College, 2004a, p. 14). Because “the basic purpose of 
assessing students is to enhance their educational development” (Astin, 1991, p. 4), these 
findings will assist faculty and student affairs personnel in making collaborative 
decisions concerning the campus community that will serve to meet the needs of its 
students better and thus empower all campus constituents to live and learn in community. 
Research Questions 
The following questions guided the objectives of this research study: 
1. Does a relationship exist between undergraduate students’ perceptions of the 
strength of community and their level of moral development?  
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2. Does the strength of the relationship between students’ perceptions of 
community and their level of moral development vary significantly with 
respect to students’ level of community engagement, such as campus 
involvement patterns, leadership responsibility, and relationships? 
3. Does the strength of the relationship between students’ perceptions of 
community and their level of moral development vary significantly with 
respect to students’ conceptual development, as defined by academic 
performance (cumulative grade point average)? 
4. Does the strength of the relationship between students’ perceptions of 
community and their level of moral development vary significantly with 
respect to certain subgroups, defined as students’ classification, residential 
status, and gender? 
Assumptions 
This study assumed the following: 
1. The students cooperated in the completion of the instruments. 
2. The students responded honestly and reliably to the survey questions online.  
3. The Community Engagement Inventory of the demographic questionnaire was 
a valid and reliable instrument for measuring students’ leadership and 
involvement patterns. 
4. The DIT was a valid and reliable instrument for measuring students’ moral 
development. 
5. The CUCI was a valid and reliable instrument for measuring students’ 




Delimitations, controlled by this researcher, were:  
1. Only perceptions of community, moral development, patterns of campus 
engagement, and demographic information of current undergraduate students 
were measured. 
2. This study included only students at one small private Christian liberal arts 
college in the southeast. 
3. Participants were classified as full-time undergraduate students, sophomore or 
higher. 
Limitations 
As recognized by the researcher, this study was limited by: 
1. The willingness of students to participate was unknown.  
2. The demographic survey may not have been valid and reliable. 
3. The nature of this study’s self-reporting format may not have produced 
accurate results. 
4. The survey instrument asked participants to recall information, which may 
have introduced recall bias. 
5. The results may apply only to students at similar institutions.  
Definitions 
In order to clarify major concepts and variables in this study, the following 
definitions were accepted: 
Values – “an enduring belief that a specific mode of conduct or end-state of 
existence is personally or socially preferable to an opposite or converse mode of conduct 
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or end-state of existence” (Rokeach, 1973, p. 5). In theory, moral values carry greater 
weight than alternative values or modes of conduct (Bowen, 1982, p. 130).  
Character – Is built on values. “Character does not consist of a single statement 
or as a random act, but of those qualities and dispositions that we practice consistently” 
(Schwartz, 2000, p. A68). 
Moral development – (1) A developmental theory, represented by progressive 
stages of moral judgment (Kohlberg, 1970, p. 70) and measured by James Rest’s (1979) 
Defining Issues Test (DIT); (2) The approach to moral reasoning that tries to stimulate 
students to think about moral issues and to reflect on the implications of moral problems 
(Dalton, Barnett, & Healy, 1982b, p. 24).   
Community – The “capacity placed deep in the human soul to open up, to reach 
out, to give and take in a fabric of morally persuasive relationships” (Palmer, 2002, p. 
xv); where “essential but often competing values are maintained in tensioned balance” 
(Bogue, 2002, p. 3). 
Campus Community – The set of “policies and practices that mark the distinctive 
mission of a collegiate institution and that accent the shared values and commitments 
held in common by institutional constituents” (McDonald, 2002, p. 148). Students’ 
perceptions of community were measured by the College and University Community 
Inventory (CUCI) (McDonald, 1996, 1999, 2002)  
Involvement – “The amount of physical and psychological energy that the student 
devotes to the academic experience” (Astin, 1984, p. 297), curricular and cocurricular. 
For the purposes of this study, students’ involvement patterns were measured by the 
Community Engagement Inventory (CEI), designed by the researcher. 
 
13 
Student leader – A student who is involved on campus and recognized by the 
community in at least one leadership position. 
Summary 
Countless “educated” students, leaving the hallowed halls of colleges and 
universities, have exhausted the limits of attainable knowledge within those four critical 
years, yet, still suffer the frailties of character. While many social institutions share blame 
for the decline in moral values, higher education has purported character education as an 
important aim since its beginning. Millennial students are concerned about the moral 
ambiguity that afflicts our nation. Higher education’s challenge is to educate for character 
so that these students are empowered to respond to current problems in morally 
responsible ways. To determine if a relationship existed, this study examined 
undergraduate students’ perceptions of the strength of community and their level of moral 
development at a private Christian liberal arts college in the southeast. The results from 
this research will help similar institutions reconsider college experiences that relate to 
students’ moral development. The following chapter will review the related literature on 
the background of higher education regarding character development, explore theoretical 
perspectives of moral development, address approaches to moral education in the 
curriculum and the cocurriculum, and present a conceptual framework for the integration 








REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 
Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter is to provide an understanding of the literature and 
current research related to this study. The chapter begins with the history of character 
development in American higher education, emphasizing how character development was 
expected of early institutions and is treated now as secondary to intellectual and career 
development. In order to present a clear presentation of moral development, several 
theoretical perspectives are addressed. The next major section explores moral education 
in the curriculum and the cocurriculum. The subsection, “Moral Education in the 
Curriculum”, discusses moral weakness within the academic community and outlines 
four approaches to teaching values. The cocurriculum is introduced as a powerful vehicle 
for moral impact through involvement experiences: leadership development, service-
learning, volunteerism, and mentoring relationships. Finally, the chapter closes with a 
conceptual framework for moral development within the campus community, where 
community members are brought in relationship to and responsibility for their 
community. 
From Expectation to Marginalization: 
Character Development in American Higher Education 
 
Unfortunately, today’s moral confusion may tempt students to settle for simplistic 
absolutism, the black and white approach, rather than reflect on the moral implications at 
stake (Davey & Davey, 2001, p. 138). However, the moral consequences that inevitably 
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ensue are much more complex than the neglected alternative response, moral reasoning. 
Certainly, this has not always been the case. What role has higher education played in 
developing students’ character?  
The beginning of American higher education was marked by a shared vision, a 
unity of truth and goodness (Reuben, 1996, p. 17). In 1636, the colonists, “believing that 
all knowledge ultimately illuminated the Divine,” established the first American college, 
Harvard, and modeled it after the English colleges of Oxford and Cambridge (p. 17). The 
primary source of moral guidance was God’s revelation in the Scriptures; the secondary 
source was God’s creation (p. 17). With the development of moral philosophy and 
growth of natural theology, the eighteenth century’s “ultimate aim of moral philosophy 
was to serve as a guide for right living” (p. 19). Moreover, the institution of Harvard 
believed that “every moral attribute of God which we discover imposes upon us an 
additional motive why we should love and serve him” (Wayland, 1865, p. 125). The 
colonial founders of Harvard viewed morality as a gift from God that both required and 
motivated people to show gratitude and devotion to Him (p. 125).  
A mid-nineteenth century scholar, Francis Wayland, taught that God “has 
arranged all things for the purpose of teaching us these [moral] lessons, and he has 
created our intellectual and moral natures expressly for the purpose of learning them” 
(Wayland, 1865, p. 126). During this time colleges aimed to develop the student’s whole 
nature (Reuben, 1996, p. 22), a goal to which higher education still clings. However, they 
achieved this holistic approach by expecting faculty to be Christians and to teach from a 
Christian perspective, by requiring a capstone class on moral and mental philosophy, by 
mirroring family life in acting as substitute parents responsible for students’ moral and 
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spiritual welfare, and by considering both conduct and classroom contribution to 
determine students’ overall academic achievement (p. 22). This was the way of life—
high standards, high expectations.  
With the turn of the twentieth century, American philosopher, John Dewey 
(1916/1997), concurred that character development was an important aim of education 
and discipline (p. 346). His theories of morals were concerned with conduct, 
complementary to the “inner” state of mind—“motive and character” (pp. 346-347). 
Although some people still believe the important thing morally is not what a man thinks, 
but what he does (p. 348), Dewey argued that the institution cannot treat one aspect of 
self (outer) and not the other (inner). In other words, character is “in continuous 
formation through choice of action” (p. 351). Furthermore, there are values intrinsic to all 
moral dilemmas that motivate the reasoning of various outcomes or principles. To act 
upon principle in every situation without reasoning is to refuse the benefit of experiential 
learning (p. 353) and in essence, neglect the stimulus for character growth inherent in all 
life choices. Dewey (1916/1997) was concerned about issues of morality, because 
“morals concern nothing less than the whole character” (p. 357). 
Beginning in the mid-nineteenth century and spanning a century and a half in 
development, five powerful cultural movements had a dominant influence on the moral 
issues that are now present on our campuses: concepts of Karl Marx and Friederich 
Engels regarding emancipation of oppressed peoples, the struggle for women’s rights,  
the development of the black civil rights movement, the philosophy of Herbert Marcuse 
in the 1960s with respect to the oppressed and the oppressors, and finally, the moral and 
ethical relativism still rampant in college life (Flower, 2003, pp. 306-307). The 
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philosophy of Marx and Engels, later known as Marxism, addressed moral issues of 
human worth and dignity. By giving voice to those peoples who felt oppressed by 
dominant economic, social, or cultural groups (pp. 307-308), these concepts freed 
oppressed peoples to express their true identities, to find their legitimate places in society. 
While women did not get the right to vote until 1920, the struggle for women’s rights 
officially began in 1848 with several initiatives organized by dedicated, well-known 
women, such as Elizabeth Cady Stanton, Lucretia Mott, and Susan B. Anthony (p. 308). 
These women and others faced incredible challenges of moral significance. Through the 
leadership of W. E. B. DuBois and Booker T. Washington, the black civil rights 
movement was invigorated by two very different arguments for social and economic 
equality at the turn of the twentieth century (p. 309). DuBois argued that blacks should 
have equality regardless of their skill and training; Washington believed blacks should 
achieve equality contingent upon their skill and training (p. 309). During the 1960s when 
civil rights legislation passed, Herbert Marcuse advocated that in order for oppressed 
people to have civil rights, the rights of people possessing power should be taken away, 
which eventually lead to debates on free speech twenty decades later (p. 310). The last 
movement, relativism, invaded campus communities in the sixties and has continued to 
motivate higher education’s response to truth (p. 311). Within this ideology there can be 
no universal truths since truth is constructed by an individual’s perception of it (p. 311). 
By the mid-twentieth century higher education was in a full-blown crisis between 
faith and value-free scientific inquiry, which eventually led to a prejudice against religion 
and the neglect of moral values (Marsden, 1994, pp. 429-435). Intellectual ideals 
prevailed over religious perspectives (p. 430). Eventually, the growing divide between 
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higher education and morality was solidified in the sixties by the cultural upheaval 
among students (p. 430) and the dogged pursuit of academic freedom among educators 
(p. 433-434).  
Until a few decades ago, education was a “moral endeavor, not because it sought 
to indoctrinate but because it was a sharing of things that people held to be important” 
(Laney, 1985, pp. 23-24). The focus has shifted away from shared moral aims to 
individual career development and personal achievement. This dramatic shift is explained 
best by postmodernism. This social movement was born in France in the late 1960’s. It is 
inclusive, accepting of all cultures, and as a result, “no one’s values are any better than 
anyone else’s” (Blimling, 1998, pp. 68-69) – another face of relativism. Although 
postmodernism has recognized at least the influence of values in education, ethical and 
religious commitments have been abandoned as colleges transform into research 
universities that are concerned primarily with the transmission of knowledge through 
objectivity (Falls-Corbitt, 2002, p. 50).  
When put into this historical context, it is reasonable to conclude that there exists 
some degree of moral depravity on our college campuses (Flower, 2003, p. 339). While 
our institutions and even our nation were established on an unifying American identity, 
“in no arena is the rejection of an overriding national identity more crucial than in our 
system of education” (Schlesinger, 1991/1998, p. 21) for the sake of academic freedom. 
How do we sustain our distinct identity and respect the academic integrity of our 
institutions? Every institution, especially the private college or university, must address 
this question when it determines its mission and when it answers critical issues of quality, 
effectiveness, and management of resources on a daily basis. Higher education needs a 
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transformation of character that recognizes and appreciates the multitude of talents, 
cultures, and faiths present in all institutions, yet, values the community voice. Etzioni 
(1993) asserted:  
To object to the moral voice of the community, and to the moral encouragement it 
provides, is to oppose the social glue that helps hold the moral order together. It is 
unrealistic to rely on individuals’ inner voices and to expect that people will 
invariably do what is right completely on their own. Such a radical individualistic 
view disregards our social moorings and the important role that communities play 
in sustaining moral commitments. (p. 36)  
 
This disconnect from the moral voice of community explains why higher education’s 
commitment to character development was neglected in the first place and why we must 
renew that commitment for the sake of community. 
Theoretical Perspectives of Moral Development 
The most widely studied and criticized theory of moral development was the work 
of Lawrence Kohlberg. He believed that “moral education is the leading of men upward” 
(Kohlberg, 1970, p. 58). Influenced by Jean Piaget and John Dewey, Kohlberg 
demonstrated that people progress in their moral reasoning, the cognitive component of 
moral behavior (Evans, Forney, & Guido-DiBrito, 1998, p. 172; Rest, Narvaez, Bebean, 
& Thoma, 1999, p. 57), through a series of progressive stages, three levels that comprise 
six “forms of thinking” or “stages” (Kohlberg, 1970, p. 70) and correlate with the 
cognitive level of the individual. Basically, individuals moved from obedience, to 
responding to others for approval and to obligations of duty, and finally to genuine 
interest in the welfare of others and respect for a universal principle (Barger, 2000). 
According to Kohlberg (1970), the central moral principle to the development of moral 
judgment was justice (p. 69). Justice, “a respect for others” (p. 70), “is not a rule or a set 
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of rules, it is a moral principle” (p. 69). Three criteria helped to define Kohlberg’s 
developmental model: structure criterion, sequence criterion, and hierarchy criterion 
(Evans et al., 1998, p. 176). Based on the structure criterion, individuals will be 
consistent in their thinking; the sequence criterion states that stages will appear in a 
specific order, regardless of conditions; and the hierarchy criterion explains that each 
successive stage will be more highly developed than the previous stage (p. 176).  
Colleges and universities could contribute to moral behavior by encouraging 
moral judgment through a discussion approach to moral dilemmas, involving two factors: 
disequilibrium or conflict within current stage and exposure to higher stage thinking 
(Evans et al., 1998, pp. 178, 183). However, research has supported that moral 
development occurs most effectively through positive interactions and “social 
disequilibrium” (Haan, 1985, p. 996). In a research study involving an intervention 
curriculum, the average stage development for students was at least three quarters of a 
stage (Ries, 1992, p. 11). Utilized by countless research studies (Young, Cashwell, Craig, 
& Woolington, 1998; Zarinpoush, Cooper, & Moylan, 2000) and curricular assessments 
(Penn, 1990; Boss, 1994), the Defining Issues Test (DIT) has served as a method of 
assessing moral development (Rest et al., 1999, p. 47). Rest (1994) contended that there 
were four major determinants of moral behavior, The Four Component Model (p. 27): 
moral sensitivity (interpreting the situation), moral judgment (judging what is morally 
right and wrong), moral motivation (prioritizing moral values among other values), and 
moral character (having courage, persisting, implementing skills) (pp. 22-25). These 
components explain and predict scoring on the DIT (p. 22) and embody the ideals of 
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holistic development (p. 27). Rest (1986) profiled conditions that create growth in moral 
judgment:   
The people who develop in moral judgment are those who love to learn, who seek 
new challenges, who enjoy intellectually stimulating environments, who are 
reflective, who make plans and set goals, who take risks, who see themselves in 
the larger social contexts of history and institutions and broad cultural trends, who 
take responsibility for themselves and their environs. (p. 57) 
 
According to McNeel (1994), these types of students experienced strong longitudinal 
growth in moral judgment due to their college experience, particularly at liberal arts 
colleges (pp. 30-31). 
Carol Gilligan’s theory of moral development presented a different principle of 
moral reasoning, the “care voice” (Gilligan, 1982/1993, p. 62). Believing Kohlberg’s 
theory was lacking women’s view of the world, Gilligan found that relationships are 
important in moral reason and action (p. 7). Gilligan’s focus was “attachment to others” 
(p. 23) rather than respect for others. Structuring her developmental model into three 
levels, Gilligan emphasized that a real change in understanding between selfishness and 
responsibility occurs between the levels in what are called, “transitions” (Evans et al., 
1998, p. 191). The individual moved from a preoccupation with individual survival, to 
surviving through social acceptance, and finally to a principle of care that empowers 
choices (Gilligan, 1982/1993, p. 67). This developmental theory demonstrates how 
community and relationships affect perception of identity and reasoning moral decisions. 
 Based on cognitive, social-learning, and emotional developmental theories, 
Martin Hoffman (2000) framed his theory of prosocial moral behavior and development 
by emphasizing empathy’s contribution to moral judgments and to the principles of 
caring and justice (pp. 2-3), as presented by Gilligan and Kohlberg respectively. 
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According to Hoffman, empathy was the “spark of human concern for others, the glue 
that makes social life possible” (p. 3). An empathic response required “the involvement 
of psychological processes that make a person have feelings that are more congruent with 
another’s situation than with his own situation” (p. 30).  In this process empathic distress 
acted vicariously as a prosocial motive for helping behavior (p. 30). In other words, 
empathic distress (in the observer) preceded and motivated helping behavior when 
someone (the victim) was in a distressful situation. Evidence has supported the following 
premises regarding empathic distress: “empathic distress is associated with helping;” 
“empathic distress precedes helping;” “observers feel better after helping” (pp. 30-32). 
Therefore, the intensity of empathic distress is determined by the choice to help or not. 
For example, research indicated that observers felt less empathic distress toward the 
victim after he or she chose to help (Darley, Latane, 1968; Murphy, 1937). Like 
Kohlberg, Hoffman proposed developmental stages, immature and mature. The most 
mature stage is reflected by an awareness that others and oneself have “personal histories, 
identities, and lives beyond the immediate situation” (Hoffman, 2000, p. 64). However, 
Hoffman addressed empathy’s limitations, over-arousal and two types of bias: 
“familiarity bias” and “here-and-now bias” (p. 197). Over-arousal occurred when distress 
cues were too intense, and therefore, the observer’s empathic distress transformed into 
personal distress, which could render the observer incapable of prosocial moral action 
(pp. 197-198). In some cases, observers empathized more with familiar peoples or 
circumstances (familiarity bias) and with peoples or circumstances that were present in 
the immediate situation (here-and-now bias) (pp. 206-213). These limitations could be 
minimized when empathy, the motivation to help, is grounded in relevant moral 
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principles, the obligation to help (pp. 216, 225). Regardless, cognitive development has 
played an important role in empathic morality by enabling observers to consider others’ 
situations and feelings more intelligibly (p. 287). This cognitive component has given 
structure and stability to the curricular potential of social perspective taking in moral 
education (pp. 293-294).  
Embedded within Kohlberg’s and Hoffman’s theories of moral development are 
veridicality (truth), objectivity (right and wrong), and universal ideals of mutual respect 
and caring (Gibbs, 2003, p. 2). As such, these theories severely contrast current 
academia’s commitment to relativism, which values neutrality, tolerance, and diversity 
over moral evaluation of personal and cultural behaviors (p. 2). The next section will 
discuss these and other curricular challenges as higher education continues to struggle for 
accepted approaches of moral education.  
Moral Education in the Curriculum 
As Turiel (2001) expressed in Nucci’s Education in the Moral Domain, “the 
nature of morality . . . has a bearing on how it develops, which in turn has a bearing on 
how it might be taught” (p. xi). To what end do we hope—character? What are the means 
by which we will work to produce that end result? Being good is too broad a goal. For 
moral education to succeed, the means to the end must be connected. “Moral education is 
considered to be a matter of stimulating the development of moral thinking” (Spiecker, 
Steutel, & Straughan, 1988, p. 2). As such, it would be reasonable to assume that the 
college environment is full of stimuli that affect students’ moral potentials. If moral 
education’s goal is to guard against moral weakness, which is “an inconsistency between 
what a person thinks he [or she] ought to do and what he [or she] in fact does” (Spiecker 
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et al, 1988, p. 4), it must refrain from setting unreasonably high moral standards 
(Staughan, 1988, p. 15). Otherwise, this will inevitably result in failure, because 
Millennial students need a balance of challenge and support within their campus 
relationships. Conversely, when institutions fail to challenge or to show faith, students 
resent the community’s lack of faith in their abilities: 
Let me put it this way: where I found weakness, I took advantage of it; but where 
I found strength, I respected it. If I’m allowed ever to slip by, I’ll do it every time. 
But if I’m really expected to perform.[,] I’ll come through or go down fighting 
(Anonymous, 1959, p. 9). We all do our best when we really believe that 
somebody has faith in us. It’s the indifference that makes rationalization so much 
easier. (Anonymous, 1959, p. 89) 
 
If colleges and universities rarely teach ethics and moral values as guidance for 
human behavior in daily living (Flower, 2003, p. 295-296), what do they teach? The 
college of business may provide a course on ethical business practices; philosophy may 
teach ethics from an epistemological standpoint; other professional disciplines may offer 
specialized instruction in ethics (p. 296). However, many educators have rejected their 
responsibility for students’ ethical development (p. 297), which is a glaring testimony of 
higher education’s moral impoverishment. When put into context, it is no surprise that 
the academic community has become less concerned with students’ moral gains. As if the 
responsibility to teach, to conduct research, and to be active in public service was not 
enough, professors are burdened with increasing institutional pressures, such as teaching 
loads, tenure, enrollment and retention, cost containment, and issues of quality (Bowen, 
1982, p. 95). As a result, educators have had little time or energy to devote to students’ 
moral development. Still, the academic expansion of relativism in the late twentieth 
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century has been the chief culprit for the shift in the nation’s historic values and the 
ultimate decline of moral education (Flower, 2003, p. 311). 
Surely, the faculty share blame with all campus constituents, including but not 
limited to college administrators, presidents, and trustees, for the decline of moral 
education due to their mistaken belief that teaching morality was violating the wall of 
separation between church and state, and their mistaken belief that there was no such 
thing as “right and wrong” (Davey & Davey, 2001, p. 1), distinctive of relativistic 
thinking. Within this frame of thinking, “God is not a proper topic for discussion, but 
lesbian politics is” (Smith, 1990, p. 5). Is this not evidence of moral weakness? But if we 
are to refrain from sharing our personal moral convictions so that others are not offended, 
we risk inspiring no one. However, the work of colleges and universities is to prepare 
students to be citizens who can make wise choices and display leadership in all societies 
(Wingspread Group on Higher Education, 1993, p. 51). Debates on faith and knowledge 
have missed the “fundamentally expansive and inclusive” characteristics of liberal 
learning (p. 51). Ironically, one of education’s aims has been introspection, “the 
examination from within of what can never be seen from without by scientific methods: 
ourselves” (p. 103). If students are prohibited from talking about a part of themselves that 
may or may not offend others, then how can education pursue the truth and set students 
free to inquire in a learning community? In response to the dualistic role assumed by 
education, Dewey (1916/1997) felt: 
Moral education in school is practically hopeless when we set up the development 
of character as a supreme end, and at the same time treat the acquiring of 
knowledge and the development of understanding, which of necessity occupy the 




Moreover, Dewey (1916/1997) contended that “thinking [itself] is the accurate and 
deliberate instituting of connections between what is done and its consequences” (p. 151). 
Thinking is reflection; reflection is moral. For “the stimulus of thinking is found when we 
wish to determine the significance of some act, performed or to be performed. Then we 
anticipate consequences” (p. 151). The act of thinking is in essence moral reasoning. 
 Another possible moral weakness in education is the cheapening of morals to the 
extent that instructors lecture about what other people think about morals and neglect to 
facilitate any personal moral reasoning among students or themselves (Mannoia, 2000, 
pp. 179-180). For some time higher education desperately has needed to transform its 
empty rhetoric on morality into actual educationally purposeful instruction (Flower, 
2003, p. 295) and thus convert skeptics of moral education into believers. As 
demonstrated by Davey & Davey (2001), Millennial students desire to go deeper—to 
connect their intellect to humanity (p. 133). These discussions must not be reserved for 
life outside of college if higher education continues to profess its purpose as preparation 
for life. Faculty should and often do relate course content to real problems and life 
experiences, facilitating the application of theory into practice. As we all can attest, 
“experiences are more effective teachers than lectures” (Etzioni, 1993, p. 103) anyway. In 
addition to his or her responsibility to teach the academic discipline, the professor’s role 
is to focus on the moral issue, to encourage students to express his/her position, to clarify 
in order to dissipate confusion, and to facilitate role-play techniques that allow students to 
assume roles representing different stages of moral development (Clark & Dobson, 1980, 
p. 84). As evidenced in research conducted by Wark and Krebs (2000), individuals 
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differed in both the number of issues and what issues they determine in dilemmas (p. 19). 
This finding made the professor’s role even more crucial.  
 Still, some faculty members recognize the need for moral education but simply 
are not equipped with the knowledge or skills to educate for character, which is certainly 
an art form. If you have ever been in a classroom, even a graduate classroom, when a 
moral question is raised, you know that the silence that may befall that room can be 
startling and sometimes uncomfortable. Therefore, the task for moral education is a risk 
that some professors are reluctant to take—“no professorial vulnerability, no real 
teaching” (Smith, 1990, p. 216). The Boston University Center for the Advancement of 
Ethics and Character (1999) conducted a study which discovered over ninety percent of 
deans and directors of teacher education programs across the nation supported the 
teaching of core values, but eighty-one percent of respondents did not know how to 
address issues of character development (Arroya & Selig, 2004, p. 2). This gap 
accentuates the need for higher education to teach values among students and educators.  
The message of moral weakness is made clear outside the institutional walls as 
well. In fact, on most campuses the moral weakness of students’ moral development 
parallels a moral weakness in the society (Flower, 2003, p. 293). Employers’ complaints 
of newly hired college graduates’ moral incompetence have emphasized the lack of ethics 
in student degree programs (p. 297). “Because a free society characterized by a 
democratic government and a capitalistic economy is only as good as the values the 
people bring to it,” the nation depends on the educational institutions to transmit worthy 
values (Bowen, 1982, p. 131). Similarly, “it is only as we improve our people that we can 
hope to improve our society” (p. 80). In order to guard against any more considerable 
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loss of faith from society, Howard Bowen (1982) has proposed three questions for higher 
education: 
• What kind of people do we want our children and grandchildren to be? 
• What kind of society do we want them to live in? 
• How may higher education be guided and shaped to help nurture people of this 
kind and to help create this kind of society? (p. 9) 
 
These discussions call for a unified effort against the moral weakness that threatens to 
pervade higher education’s moral authority to disseminate the truth.  
Are our educational institutions “captives of the prevailing values of society” (p. 
79)?  True liberal education seeks “to free the mind, to encourage inquiry, to consider the 
great moral and social issues, to promote a philosophical cast of mind, to cultivate the 
arts and literature as sources of humane values, and to foster understanding of the world 
of science and politics” (p. 79, 81). There is no better educational foundation for a good 
society than liberal learning. Practically, higher education’s approach to moral education 
in the formal curriculum may concentrate on what is taught (curriculum/liberal 
education), the way it is taught (course content), who teaches (selection of faculty/reward 
structure), and where it is taught (campus environment) (pp. 133-139). Christian liberal 
arts education has advocated for the formal curriculum to be “developmental” (Mannoia, 
2000, p. 136) through “problem-oriented integrative courses” at all stages of the formal 
curriculum, such as freshmen seminars, case studies within regular courses, seminars in 
the major, practica for real-world accountability, faculty-student cooperative research, 
and senior capstone courses (pp. 142-148). Because “our ideas determine our actions and 
...our collective ideas define our society, for better or for worse....we can never be 
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indifferent or causal about what young men and women are taught, or, equally, not 
taught” (Smith, 1990, p. 201).  
Approaches to Teaching Moral Values 
 Although only about half of previous educational interventions for promoting 
moral development were successful (Rest, 1986, p. 59), teaching values is subjective. 
Generally, four approaches have been used in higher education for the purpose of 
promoting values development in students: values transmission, values clarification, 
moral development, and moral action (Dalton, Barnett, & Healy, 1982b, pp. 23-24). 
Dalton et al. (1982) analyzed the use and effectiveness of these educational approaches 
by asking National Association of Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA) Chief 
Student Personnel Administrators to check what activities were sponsored or advised by 
Student Affairs at their various institutions, to indicate whether the activity was used 
primarily for each values education approach, and to choose three activities that were 
most effective within each approach (p. 25).  
Values Transmission 
Values transmission, the most widely used approach, seeks to “instill” in students 
specific values, standards or rules of behavior from society that are considered necessary 
or desirable (Dalton et al., 1982b, p. 23). This was the earliest approach in American 
higher education (p. 23). In fact, the capstone course in moral philosophy, offered by the 
founding colleges, was an example. The most effective examples of values transmission, 
indicated on this survey, included: “role modeling by staff” (62%), “student behavior 
code” (49%), and “residence hall programs” (43%) (p. 26). However, we cannot live by a 
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set of rules; there will always be an exception; we must think about our values (E. G. 
Bogue, personal communication, January 27, 2004). 
Values Clarification 
 Values clarification, both practical and realistic in nature, refers to “a method of 
self-discovery by means of which a person identifies or clarifies his or her personal 
values” (Morrill, 1980, p. 12). Simply put, values clarification is the process of thinking 
about personal values. Intentionally avoiding “inculcation of values,” values 
clarification’s purpose is to encourage reflection and awareness (Dalton et al., 1982b, pp. 
23-24). The most effective strategies of values clarification were personal counseling 
(67%), values clarification classes (47%), and leadership classes and workshops (41%) 
(p. 25). Values clarification was rated the highest priority for student personnel work (p. 
28). At the heart of values clarification theory is that there are opportunities for meaning-
making through confusion and conflict (Simon, 1980, p. 140). Character is built on 
values. Values need to be clarified in order to lead morally responsible lives.  
For example, Sidney Simon (1980) proposed a test for values clarification that 
asks individuals or groups of people seven questions about their different values on a 
“Values Grid” (p. 142). The purpose is to prove or disprove a value. The seven values 
criteria show that to hold a value means to prize and cherish, to publicly affirm, to 
examine the consequences, to choose from alternatives, to choose freely, to act, and to act 
consistently with other values (pp. 143-144). A student needs to respond affirmatively to 
each values criterion for a value to be true. An enjoyable beginning strategy of values 
clarification is to simply ask students to list what they love—cherish and prize—about 
life (p. 144). Ask students, “What are your favorite things?” (p. 144) These strategies 
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benefit students by helping them work through values conflicts, by breaking through 
communication barriers (p. 147), by respecting others, by fostering connectedness, and 
by clarifying what factors motivate values. 
Moral Development 
Moral development or the moral reasoning approach tries to stimulate students to 
think about moral issues and to reflect on the implications of moral problems (Dalton et 
al., 1982b, p. 24). This approach has been received well by faculty, because it “fits” in the 
curriculum and supports the preference of certain moral values and of the development of 
reflection (p. 24). Thus it mirrors both the values transmission approach and the values 
clarification approach. The most effective activities in promoting moral reasoning were 
peer counseling (61%), ethics and religious courses (38%), social problems/issues 
courses (32%), leadership courses (31%), and student judicial boards (27%) (p. 26). 
However, research (Penn, 1990) has shown that the indirect method of peer discussion of 
moral issues was not the most effective way to teach values (p. 10). To avoid 
indoctrination of moral values in curricular settings, a teacher expresses that he or she is 
not the authority and assists students in discovering their own capacity to reason (Ries, 
1992, p. 8). 
Moral Action 
Unlike the other approaches, moral action’s focus is “the experience of real life 
situations, in which there is creative interplay between choices and actions” (Dalton et al., 
1982b, p. 24). This approach supports putting convictions into action since values are not 
internalized until they have been tested through experience (p. 24). Examples of effective 
moral action activities were student volunteer projects (71%), campus social action 
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(44%), peer counseling/tutoring (41%), and community social action (39%) (p. 27). A 
research study involving students as mentors to high school students demonstrated how 
aspects of community membership, mutual respect for others, and a sense of personal 
responsibility had a greater effect on students opposed to moral reasoning (Armon, 1998, 
pp. 9-10, 12). The moral action approach is applied more often in the cocurriculum.  
Moral Education in the Cocurriculum 
How can a moral life be attained? Meno asked Socrates, “Can you tell me, 
Socrates, whether virtue is acquired by teaching or by practice, or if neither by teaching 
nor practice, then whether it comes to man by nature, or in what other way?” (Meno, 
trans. 1970) Aristotle said that to become a lyre player one has to practice playing the 
lyre; to become a courageous person one has to do courageous deeds (Aristotle, trans. 
1970). There has always been great value in learning by doing. Aristotle also observed 
that “philosophy begins with leisure” (Aristotle, trans. 2001). This statement implied it is 
only when people are free from the struggle to survive that they can contemplate the 
meaning of life. This accentuates the moral argument for the cocurriculum.  
“Learning must affect character” (Dewey, 1916/1997, p. 360), and learning 
should be continuous—within and without the curriculum (p. 358). Because “all aims and 
values which are desirable in education are themselves moral” (p. 358), our relationships 
with others are moral. Furthermore, learning involves engagement with new experiences 
and opportunities that challenge an individual’s present ways of meaning-making 
(Strange, 2003, p. 309). Because there is an element of risk in learning, certain 
environmental conditions are necessary to promote “safety and inclusion,” 
“involvement,” and “community” (pp. 309-310). These environmental conditions are 
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most effectively fostered through the campus community. Student affairs professionals 
share responsibility with the institution by partnering with academic affairs to create 
conditions that promote student learning and development (American College Personnel 
Association [ACPA], 2001, pp. 426-427).  
Most recently, members from ACPA and NASPA (National Association of 
Student Personnel Administrators) invited the entire higher education community to 
reconsider learning as “transformative education—a holistic process of learning that 
places the student at the center of the learning experience” (Keeling, 2004, p. 3). Through 
this integrated approach to academic learning and student development, “powerful 
partnerships” will continue to be forged that advocate learning across the college 
experience (pp. 3-5). So far, the result of such partnerships has combined knowledge 
acquisition and experiential learning to maximize students’ holistic learning outcomes (p. 
20). Examples of these student affairs and academic affairs partnerships include living-
learning programs, career development, service-learning, academic advising, cultural 
identity development, internships, study abroad, honor code and academic integrity 
processes, and culture festivals (p. 20). Other successful educational partnerships that 
have been developed to address different types of institutional issues have promoted 
freshman success, fostered civic engagement through service learning, strengthening 
community to enhance student learning, established and articulated institutional 
expectations, and reinvigorated undergraduate education through values exploration 
(Schroeder, 1999, p. 144), all of which have many potential implications for students’ 
moral development.  
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Research conducted by Dalton, Barnett, & Healy (1982b) showed that peer 
counseling, role modeling, and student volunteerism were used most often for promoting 
values education (p. 28). Also, student activities were identified that appear to be used 
frequently for values development: leadership training, peer counseling, student 
volunteerism, and community and campus social action projects (p. 28). Also, 
administrators indicated high sponsorship of student judicial boards as a moral reasoning 
approach (81.5%) and a values clarification approach (77.9%) (p. 28). This student 
activity will be discussed more in depth later. Although teaching moral values remains a 
goal of higher education, this study introduced the potential impact on moral 
development by “demonstration” of morals—the moral power of example and practice—
through relationships and involvement in the campus community (McBee, 1982, p. 31).  
Impact of Involvement: 
Leadership, Service-Learning, Volunteerism, Mentoring 
 
An engaged campus community supports involvement opportunities for students, 
because it recognizes the value of relationships in learning, the value of service-learning, 
volunteerism, and citizenship in personal growth and leadership development, and the 
value of modeling and mentorship for students to acquire moral values (Bacon, 2002, p. 
136-139). Students must be actively engaged in the community-building process 
(McDonald, 2002, p. 147). Research conducted on the college influence on values by 
Pascarella, Ethington, and Smart (1988) pointed out that the extent of available 
opportunities for student social involvement was a critical determinant of the degree to 




The theory of student involvement, posed by Alexander Astin (1984), accentuated 
the implication for building community to foster moral development. Student 
involvement refers to “the amount of physical and psychological energy that the student 
devotes to the academic experience”(Astin, 1984, p. 297), and can take many forms. The 
effectiveness of educational policy and practice to increase student involvement and the 
amount of student learning and personal development fostered through an educational 
program are of major focus (p. 298). The theory of involvement emphasizes active 
participation of the student in the learning process. Astin’s research (1977) showed that 
students who become involved in campus life tend to change more than uninvolved 
students (p. 70). A longitudinal study of students from ten institutions indicated two 
important findings: 1) leadership potential is present in all students and 2) leadership 
participants demonstrated growth in civic responsibility, leadership skills, multicultural 
awareness, understanding of leadership theories, and personal and societal values  
(Cress, Astin, Zimerman-Oster, & Burkhardt, 2001, pp. 15, 23).  As a result, staff should 
encourage students to get more involved—to invest more time and energy in their college 
experience (p. 256). Conversely, students can be too highly involved and become isolated 
(p. 304). For larger university settings, it is even more important to maximize institutional 
impact by fostering a greater sense of community (p. 256).  
Astin and Antonio (2000) launched a longitudinal study of character development 
to discover what kinds of curricular and cocurricular experiences were being offered at 
colleges that were honored by the Templeton Foundation for intentionally engaging 
students in character development (p. 3). Also, the study sought to determine whether 
these colleges were more successful on character outcomes. The results suggested that 
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the campus culture of religious institutions provides an environment in which character-
enhancing activities are valued, while the culture of academically selective campuses 
may inhibit such involvement (p. 6). Higher levels of development of civic values among 
students stemmed from these students’ participation in volunteer work (p. 6). Other 
programs, such as leadership training, religious activities, and diversity experiences, 
attributed to character development (p. 7). Colleges, recognized for character 
developmental success, were among many campus communities that enhance students’ 
characters through curricular and cocurricular opportunities (p. 7).  
Leadership Development 
As discussed previously, leadership development has been used as an effective 
means for values education and for behavioral interventions to promote values of 
“cooperation,” “understanding others,” “self awareness,” “assertiveness,” and “helping 
others” (Dalton and Healy, 1984, p. 23). However, leadership holds a significant role 
within the framework of community and moral responsibility. “Leadership arouses our 
passion...because leadership engages our values” (Heifetz, 1994, p. 13). Our values are 
intensified when we put them to work. Effective leadership encourages shared values like 
empathy, courage, and responsibility, which nurture community through relationship and 
responsibility. Leadership development programs, designed to promote morals, are best 
guided by the alternative perspectives of leadership that focus on leaders as servants 
rather than heroes, relational rather than individually driven, and “power with” rather 
than “power over” (Rogers, 2003, p. 451). In essence, “the servant leader recognizes that 
the first step to changing the world is to change oneself” (p. 452) 
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The most recent paradigm, collaborative leadership, exemplifies the values of “a 
supportive environment,” “harmony with nature,” and “communities of reciprocal care 
and shared responsibility” (Rogers, 2003, p. 456). The belief is that answers are found in 
community (p. 456). “Leadership is a reciprocal relationship between those who choose 
to lead and those who decide to follow” (Kouzes & Posner, 2003, p. 1). If a campus 
decides to approach leadership as a relationship, there are two questions to consider: 
“whether the process of how leadership is practiced is ethical” and “whether the change 
that leaders and collaborators intend is morally acceptable” (Rogers, 2003, p. 459). 
Because the foundation of leadership is credibility (Kouzes & Posner, p. 22), student 
affairs professionals would benefit from revisiting their perspectives on leadership 
development with respect to the growing need for higher education to promote moral 
values. Do we not “earn the right and ability to influence by virtue of our integrity” 
(Bogue, 2003, p. 8)?  
Service-Learning 
Another form of involvement that promotes moral development is service-
learning. “Such an experience may be one of the first truly meaningful acts in a young 
person’s life” (Boyer, 1987, pp. 214-215).  Service learning can be defined as a form of 
experiential education, curricular and cocurricular, in which students get involved in the 
community through structured opportunities designed to promote student learning and 
development (Jacoby, 1996b, p. 5). At the heart of service-learning is “reflection and 
reciprocity” (p. 5). The theory is that the interaction of knowledge and skills positively 
affects learning (Jacoby, 1996a, p. xi). Service-learning focuses on learning, problems, 
guided reflection, and collaborative learning (p. xiii). Within service-learning experiences 
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“moral dilemmas are likely to arise from student’s involvement and during the reflection 
process” (McEwen, 1996, p. 63). There are three objectives relating service-learning to 
moral development: students’ moral reasoning is the focus, not their specific moral 
judgments; moral development is encouraged through dialogue; and reflection should be 
designed so that it supports the individual’s cognitive structures (p. 66). The potential 
benefits for student involvement include developing a habit of critical reflection, linking 
theory to practice, increasing knowledge of and impact on social problems (Jacoby, 
1996a, p. xvii). The service-learning experience “encourages students to do things with 
others rather than for them” (p. 8). Service-learning affords the opportunity for all 
constituents of the campus community to get involved, because it engages curricular and 
cocurricular learning goals. 
Community Service 
Community service and volunteer programs focus on “helping people” or “doing 
good” and lack the intentional principles of service-learning that foster student learning 
(Jacoby, 1996b, p. 22). However, community service linked to academic study can also 
promote civic learning and moral learning (p. xiii). Also, when someone helps students 
make sense of their service participation, the service becomes more meaningful to them 
and students’ commitment level increases; this is most likely when the community 
service is “direct, of high quality, and integrated into an evolving sense of self” (Jones & 
Hill, 2003, pp. 11-12). Research regarding a college ethics course which incorporated 
community service work contributed to students’ moral sensitivity, self-confidence, and 
self-esteem, because students were able to work out moral issues that were bothering 
them (Boss, 1994, pp. 7-8). In a study of long-term effects of volunteerism, 
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undergraduate service participation strengthened students’ interests in issues relating to 
multiculturalism and diversity (Astin, Sax, & Avalos, 1999, p. 7). 
Mentoring Relationships 
“To whom would you take a question raised for you by an encounter with 
people(s) whose differences suddenly make you unsure of your own . . . values?” 
(Minnich, 2003, p. 20) Without question, I am certain that everybody would choose a 
trusted friend. As a student begins college and is exposed to a new culture, he or she 
shifts in loco authority, to whom is placed power, value, and affection (Parks, 1995, p. 4). 
The question is to whom or what will the student turn. Through relationships we sort out 
what is “true, trustworthy, and dependable” (p. 3). A mentoring relationship, as part of a 
larger mentoring community, is the ideal place for students to grapple with moral 
decisions. When people teach us to think for ourselves, they are helping us look within 
our souls, to reflect on what we value, and to act responsibly. This is the act of 
mentoring—empowering others to reach their full potential. Finding the “hook” in an 
one-on-one conversation with a student creates the conditions to discuss students’ 
values—“objects” on which they focus their energy (Astin, 1984, p. 305). In these 
relationships we can encourage students to get involved or redirect their involvement to 
focus students’ time and energy in areas that need development, the holistic approach to 
student development. In effect, students’ values will be ascertained and perhaps morally 
directed toward a more cohesive life purpose.  
Students who receive effective mentoring become mentors for others. It only 
takes one person to make a difference. Interaction between students, faculty, and staff 
must increase. In these relationships there are unimaginable gains for self awareness and 
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moral reasoning. Empowerment is a mentoring community’s primary focus in fostering 
moral development. 
Connecting Curriculum & Cocurriculum: 
Living & Learning in Community 
 
Community is the “capacity placed deep in the human soul to open up, to reach 
out, to give and take in a fabric of morally persuasive relationships” (Palmer, 2002, p. 
xv). “Shared purpose, shared commitment, shared relationships, shared responsibility—
the need for community is a primal yearning and a practical necessity in our lives and in 
our society” (Bogue, 2002, p. 3). Community empowers individuals to satisfy their 
deepest need and accomplish what could never be done alone—the power to share and to 
connect.  
Within community we must connect what we learn with how we live...or would 
like to live. We must personalize our knowledge. The community has potentially 
powerful implications for elevating and extending the educational purposes and moral 
pursuits of the curriculum and the cocurriculum, because a shared vision of morality 
transforms competing ideologies for the sake of community. For “a healthy community is 
one in which essential but often competing values are maintained in tensioned balance” 
(Bogue, 2002, p. 3). So it is reasonable to assume that a campus community shapes and 
models a set of shared values—an institutional character—that manifests itself in its 
members—individual character—through relationships of trust and responsibility for that 
community—community commitments. These community commitments are exemplified 
in the campus community through its people, policies, and practices: Mission and 
Curriculum; Membership Rights and Responsibilities; Respect for Diversity and 
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Individuality; Standards and Regulations; Service to Both Students and Institutional 
Community; and Institutional Rituals and Celebrations (McDonald, 2002, p. 148). 
Because the entire campus community shares the responsibility for learning, 
higher education faces monumental challenges as it considers the uncertain moral climate 
that pervades many campus communities. These problems lie mainly with the relativistic 
denial of any universally-accepted moral principles or any individual responsibility for 
the character of the campus community (Flower, 2003, p. 315), which are essential for 
the existence of a moral society—a neighborhood, a city, a church, a campus, or a nation. 
In Campus Life: In Search of Community, Ernest Boyer (1990) identified six principles 
that colleges and universities should create for community to become a reality. The 
following values serve to characterize those six principles of a campus community: 
purposeful, open, just, disciplined, caring, and celebrative. Among the necessary qualities 
of community are these: members know each other by name; participants are open to the 
beliefs and values of other members; conflict is acknowledged, and there are means by 
which conflict is resolved; and members celebrate the successes of those within the 
community (McDonald, Bacon, Brown, Carter, Littleton, Moore, Roper, & Wells, 2002, 
p. 176). These qualities reflect the moral obligation community members have to each 
other. When these qualities are lacking, the “community” is a facade.  
Evans (1987) presented a framework for moral development within the campus 
community that utilized Kitchener’s (1985) five ethical principles: respect autonomy, do 
no harm, benefit others, be just, and be faithful (p. 192). She charged student affairs 
professionals to let these guide their interactions with students and their program 
implementation (p. 193). While Evan’s model targeted the individual as well as the 
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institution, there were eight combinations of interventions that were possible, determined 
by a planned or responsive type of intervention and by an explicit or implicit intervention 
approach (p. 192). The implications of Evan’s study are that the more student affairs 
professionals target the campus community as a whole for moral development 
interventions, the less individual interventions will be needed. The strength of the 
individual is determined by the strength of his or her community. “Moral development 
must be intentionally addressed” within the environment in which students interact (p. 
193). All constituents of the campus community must accept this burden. 
Constituents of Campus Community 
Constituents of the campus community include faculty, staff, and students. Clark 
(1970) recognized the potential impact of students upon the institution: 
Students are important to the character of the institution....They come with 
personal inclinations and then informally relate to one another in patterns that 
uphold their predispositions or alter them. As a result...the student body becomes 
a major force in defining the institution. (p. 253)  
 
Astin (1993) discussed the effect of a type of community, a peer group. A peer group, or 
a community of peers, is “a collection of individuals with whom the individual identifies 
and affiliates and from whom the individual seeks acceptance or approval” (Astin, 1993, 
p. 400). The institution could view this peer group as the campus community as a whole, 
“that living, organic, environment where faculty, students, administrators and 
townspeople live, work, and act together. Ideally, it is a community of learners bonded 
together by common goals” (Morse, 1989, p. 92).  
The student’s peer group is the most significant source of influence on growth and 
development during the undergraduate experience (Astin, 1993, p. 398). In effect, 
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developmental changes in students’ values, beliefs, and aspirations occur in the direction 
of the dominant values, beliefs, and aspirations of the peer group (p. 398). The degree of 
impact upon students’ development and involvement in the community relates to how 
strongly the student identifies with this group, the degree to which a student desires 
acceptance and approval from that group, and students’ frequency and intensity of 
interaction with that group (p. 402). As a result, the time frame of potential institutional 
impact begins as early as the admission process and arguably continues beyond 
graduation. Astin warns, “there is a significant price to be paid in terms of the student’s 
affective and cognitive development, when there is a low level of student community on 
the campus” (p. 13). Students benefit from an environment that balances opportunities for 
challenge and support while fostering a sense of belonging for all constituents of 
community. 
Commitment to Community Relationships 
Communities are not afraid to enter into relationship, because they realize that 
“the best way to help sustain the world in which people care for one another—is to care 
for some” (Etzioni, 1993, p. 36). Caring for another person inspires kindness and other 
empathic behaviors. “The degree to which a person yearns for community is directly 
related to the dimming memory of his or her last experience of it” (Palmer, 1987, p. 20). 
College should be a community—“a common experience” (Dewey, 1916/1997, p. 358), 
one that continually renews and rebuilds its commitment to community through 
relationship so there is no dimming memory of its impact. If higher education succeeds at 
creating community, the college experience will stand the test of time within memories 
that students value. These memories may act as a moral reminder of learned lessons and 
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meaningful friendships attained in that community. For “the way we know has powerful 
implications for the way we live” (p. 22).  
Since “there is no knowing without conflict” (Palmer, 1987, p. 25), there are 
persuasive implications for learning to resolve conflicts with others. In the context of a 
“communal conflict” the whole group can win by growing together (p. 25). If we learn in 
community, it is almost certain we will live in community. 
What makes this relatedness possible? Palmer (1987) has given this answer, “love 
of learning” and “love of learners” (p. 25). Without love, nothing is possible or 
worthwhile. Because “the human self is inherently relational—created in, through, for 
community . . . distance is overcome by connectedness, in which learners are brought into 
relationship to, and responsibility for, the world that their knowledge is about” (Palmer, 
2002, p. xiii). In other words, “...students must see the connection between what they 
learn and how they live” (Boyer, 1987, p. 296). Knowledge empowers students’ 
decisions, yet experiences shared within community strengthen individual and 
institutional character. Perhaps the most poignant words to express the community’s 
responsibility are found in William Wordsworth’s poem, The Prelude:  
                                                    What we have loved,    
           Others will love, and we will teach them how.  
  (as cited in Bellah, Madsen, Sullivan, Swidler, & Tipton, 1996, p. 293) 
 
Otherwise, our common experience—everything true, beautiful, and good about our 
lives, will wither away. Love compels us to sustain what we love by teaching it. “This 





Spirit of Community 
 If “the measure of the worth . . . of the school is the extent to which . . . [it is] 
animated by a social spirit” (Dewey, 1916/1997, p. 357), the worst reality for such a 
community is to be void of certain conditions which foster a “social spirit”. Sadly, this is 
the fate of many colleges, as Thompson (1991) suggests: 
The university has its own customary morality, one which endorses the dualism of 
fact and value, and assigns to higher education a concern only with the domain of 
fact. . . . [the university] recoils from anything that smacks of teaching an 
appreciation of the greatness of the human spirit, and the pursuit of excellence in 
the human heart (pp. 16-17). 
 
Palmer (1987) calls this disconnected mode of morality, “objectivism” (p. 22). 
Objectivism has three traits: “objective, analytic, experimental. Very quickly this 
seemingly bloodless epistemology becomes an ethic. It is an ethic of competitive 
individualism . . . The mode of knowing itself breeds intellectual habits, indeed spiritual 
instincts, that destroy community” (p. 22). Objectivity teaches deformity of reality—an 
illusion. Objectivism has the potential to produce “an ‘educated’ person who has a lot of 
knowledge about the world but little or no sense of personal connection with the world 
that knowledge points to” (Palmer, 2002, pp. xii-xiii). Thus, the higher education 
community possesses “formative” and “deformative” powers (p. xii). By no means is 
objectivity the only way of meaning-making. An alternative epistemology involves 
intimacy” (p. 24). The comprehensive approach to moral judgments seeks to integrate 
objectivity with intimacy (p. 24). 
Soul of Community 
Thomas Arkle Clark, a dean of students in the early twentieth century, said, 
“Character is developed by doing things difficult enough to cut lines in a man’s [or 
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woman’s] soul” (Fley, 1979, p. 32). The root meaning of the word, character, refers to 
something cut or engraved into an object, that marks it unmistakably for what it is. So it 
is with moral character; “it persists day after day whatever happens” (Holmes, 1991, p. 
58). So it is with “soul making” (Palmer, 2002, p. xii), a legitimate and necessary 
approach to moral development. Countering the objectivity that threatens intimacy, “Soul 
work . . . is higher education’s proper domain, and if we fail to make room for it, we fail 
to educate in any meaningful sense” (p. xi).  
 What is the soul anyway? This question is to be expected since so few people 
really lead authentic lives. The soul is “our essence, our core, our emotional and moral 
center. . . . The soul is the seat of our spirituality” (Rogers & Dantley, 2001). But there is 
also a “shadow side” of the soul at work in each individual and in each community 
(Manning, 2001, p. 31). This side of the soul cultivates morally irresponsible behavior. 
However, “embracing contradictions [of the soul] allows us to see a greater range of 
human living . . . the soul’s creative polarity . . . this and that, compassionate and cruel, 
negative and positive” (p. 31). This balance of awareness gives us the ability to listen, to 
show empathy, and to demonstrate justice and mercy simultaneously when necessary. 
How can we express all parts of our humanity—our soul—in the service of our 
community, our students? First of all, our professional and personal lives must 
demonstrate authenticity, not perfect lives but lives of vulnerability and openness. 
“Humans are meaning-making beings. . . . [They] possess a hunger to create meaning 
within their lives” (Manning, 2001, p. 32). Millennials are no different. They long for 
authentic relationships with real answers. Central to this meaning-making is the “journey 
of the soul”—a journey for “meaning and purpose,” “reverence and wonder,” “common 
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humanity,” “sacredness of life,” and “mission and calling” (pp. 32-33). This journey 
reflects the process of moral development: becoming aware of self, clarifying values, and 
constructing moral principles based on the individual’s worldview. The relationships, 
formed between faculty, staff, and students within the campus community, allow many 
opportunities for encouraging students to express meaning within their lives (p. 32). We 
cannot allow the “spiritual aridity” (Smith, 1990, p. 20) that has been present in higher 
education to dry up our wells of love for learning or for the learner. Similarly, “if a 
professor doesn’t know his students, he obviously can’t love them. He may be fair and 
decent...but they...need above all to be loved and cared for....So long as he refuses to take 
them to heart, they are simply an inconvenience, a burden, a part of his ‘teaching load’” 
(Smith, 1990, pp. 203-204). 
The challenge is to slow down enough to hear students’ search for significance 
and pleas for help. Too often, the defining moment in a conversation passes by unnoticed. 
Unless our hearts are attentive to the whispers of the soul, our minds will rob us of our 
humanity.  
If we do not challenge the morality of our students, we are not really connecting. 
To disengage from this soul work is to put our students and our future in harm’s way. 
That is the risk we are called to prevent. 
Commitment to Community Responsibility 
Perhaps the perpetual neglect of students’ souls (the inner life) has caused 
growing problems in behavior (the outer life). Student misconduct, or the lack of 
character, create communal disruption and reflect significant problems in moral 
development (Dalton & Healy, 1984, pp. 23-24). Student personnel administrators 
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recognize irresponsible behavior, interpersonal conflicts, and disrespect of others as 
major student conduct issues (pp. 20-21). Alcohol education, values clarification, judicial 
boards, leadership training, and faith development were identified as the most effective 
intervention strategies utilized “in helping students confront ethical issues in conduct 
problems” (p. 21).  
Similarly, Dalton, Barnett, and Healy (1982a), asked NASPA chief student 
personnel officers to rate the importance of various issues affecting values development 
(p. 16). The most important issue was alcohol and drug use (64%); while sexual behavior, 
honesty, and marriage were classified as important by more than fifty-five percent 
(Dalton et al., 1982a, p. 16). These officers indicated honesty, respect for others, and 
reasoning as the most important values affecting student development (p. 17). Most of the 
respondents felt that students are primarily responsible for values education, with parents 
and student personnel staff holding secondary responsibility roles (pp. 18-19). These data 
underscore the necessity of values education in higher education to counter the growing 
immoral behavior of students. 
The American College Personnel Association Statement of Ethical Principles and 
Standards reflects the values held by the field of student affairs. Because of student 
affairs professionals’ commitment to “confront students regarding issues, attitudes, and 
behaviors that have ethical implications” (ACPA, 2001, p. 427), the campus community 
already plays an active role as the institution’s “moral conscience” (Winston, Creamer, & 
Miller, 2001, p. 7). As a whole, all constituents of campus community – faculty, staff, 
and students – recognize and hold student affairs educators responsible for this role. The 
Joint Task Force on Student Learning (1998), comprising of members from American 
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Association for Higher Education (AAHE), American College Personnel Association 
(ACPA), and National Association of Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA), 
compiled 10 principles about learning in higher education that focused attention on the 
shared responsibility of learning. The second principle, “Learning is enhanced by taking 
place in the context of a compelling situation that balances challenge and opportunity,” 
relates to moral responsibility (Joint Task Force, 1998). One of the objectives is to 
“articulate and enforce high standards of student behavior inside and outside the 
classroom” (Joint Task Force, 1998). These principles stress the campus community’s 
role in facilitating moral responsibility among its constituents.  
Because “institutions of higher education do not function in a vacuum [,] . . . 
societal permissiveness” infuses moral weakness into our communities of living and 
learning (Georgia, 1989, p. 91). Individuals inherently follow the lead of the community. 
So students are no exception. But there are no rights without responsibility (Bogue, 2002, 
p. 4). Autonomy comes with a price—a moral obligation to live responsibly within 
community. “If we move beyond our individual needs and act . . . [for] the welfare of the 
entire community,” we will live a more satisfying, purposeful life (Miller, 1993, p. 336).  
Community Values 
First, the institution must clarify its values (Dannells, 1997b, ED408919), “shared 
values that shape and guide behavior” (Bogue, 2002, p. 7). We have the opportunity to 
love soul, standard, and system in all of our community values. “Such standards should 
clarify the expectations of the institution and make rules understandable. More 
importantly, they also can help to define the character of the college as a learning 
community” (Boyer, 1987, p. 204). Furthermore, Boyer (1987) asserts: 
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Integrity cannot be divided. If high standards of conduct are expected of students, 
colleges must have impeccable integrity themselves. Otherwise the lessons of the 
‘hidden curriculum’ will shape the undergraduate experience. Colleges teach 
values to students by the standards they set for themselves. But we believe real 
reform will come only when a wave of moral indignation sweeps the campuses (p. 
184).  
 
What does it mean to have integrity? “A person of integrity, like a whole number 
is a whole person, a person somehow undivided” (Carter, 1997, p. 7). He or she acts in a 
way that is consistent with his or her personal values, convictions (Chickering & Reisser, 
1969/1993, p. 256). “Developing integrity involves three sequential but overlapping 
stages: (1) humanizing values, . . . (2) personalizing values, . . . and (3) developing 
congruence” (pp. 236-237). Chickering and Reisser (1969/1993) believe, “Life constantly 
offers us opportunities to test our congruence by behaving according to espoused values” 
(p. 253). Adhering to community values, or a code of conduct, is certainly one of these 
life experiences yielding moral implications. At the same time, it is important for the 
campus community to remember that “relationships exert a powerful influence on 
developing integrity” (p. 260). John Gardner (1990) distinguishes community as a place 
where “individuals develop identity and a sense of belonging. It is in communities that 
values are generated and regenerated....The community teaches....It is community and 
culture that hold the individual in a framework of values” (p. 113). The community 
creates the necessary conditions for living and learning. 
Unfortunately, students are not always grateful for community values. Boyer 
(1987) cites an interview between John Millett, former president of Miami University, 
Oxford, Ohio, and a young woman at DePaul University, who expressed her desires for 
less control and more compassion: “We’d like you to understand one thing. We don’t 
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want the university to interfere in our lives, but we want someone in the university to be 
concerned with our lives” (p. 204). Because community standards “must be openly 
arrived at, not arbitrarily imposed” (Eddy, 1959, p. 11), this conflict with students can be 
dissipated by involving them in the process of establishing community values. As a 
result, “the student who is involved . . . is apt to develop a far deeper sense of actual 
[moral] responsibility for himself [or herself] and for others than the one who is merely 
responsible” (p. 80).  
Consequences for Community Living 
Secondly, the institution must uphold and maintain its community values. The 
campus community “must take responsibility for developing student disciplinary 
programs which are fair, humane, and uphold those values for the betterment of the 
individual student and for the community as a whole” (Dannells, 1997b, ED408919). The 
preventative discipline program fosters an atmosphere of caring and compassion, a 
commitment to the community (ED408919). Certainly, “student discipline is, and always 
has been, an excellent opportunity for developmental efforts” (Dannells, 1997a, p. 79). 
There are developmental benefits for inclusion of students on judicial boards: opportunity 
to influence the morals and behaviors of other students and the development of student 
board members (p. 62). Also, student judicial boards were indicated as one of the values 
education interventions used in helping confront ethical issues in conduct problems 
(Dalton & Healy, 1984, p. 21). Judicial board training promoted the following values: 
fairness (65%), honesty (49%), respect for others (47%), responsibility for self (47%), 
and self discipline (33%) (p. 23).  
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 But there is a time and a place for “an agenda of common caring and grace” 
within community (Bogue, 2002, p. 7). Institutional policies and procedures should 
exemplify a loving approach to misconduct. “Without forgiveness there is no future” 
(Tutu, 1999). Forgiving is an act of love. It is important to recognize that “forgiving and 
being reconciled are not about pretending that things are other than they are” or erasing 
the consequences of wrong behavior (p. 270). Dealing with the hurt—the truth—will 
bring healing (p. 271). We must teach our students how to love others through crises of 
character. If higher education practiced forgiveness, it would seek to understand and have 
empathy, to appreciate the pressures that may influence students to act morally 
irresponsible. “In the act of forgiveness we are declaring our faith in the future of a 
relationship and in the capacity of the wrongdoer to make a new beginning” (p. 273). 
This is the hope of community—a gift of grace. 
 In community, we share responsibility for creating reality. “What reality will you 
and I create?” (E. G. Bogue, personal communication, February 3, 2004) 
Conclusions 
American higher education has traversed a long, exhausting journey in moral 
development—absolutist moral philosophy and natural theology, in loco parentis, 
developmental theories, career development and individualism, and objectivism. This 
should not be surprising, because every human being makes meaning in unique ways. 
Whatever the philosophy, “the unexamined life is not worth living” (Protagoras, trans. 
2002). Students want to make meaning of the chaos in their lives. Faculty and student 
development professionals have the opportunity to help these students discover their 
potential, values, and purpose at a critical time.  
 
53 
According to Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, and Tarule (1986), the most valuable 
lessons for many women stem from relationships, crises, and community involvements 
(p. 4). It is important to acknowledge the need for both challenge and support in the 
development of students. Conflict arises when students are not ready to deal with their 
environment. Although some students are not prepared for the internal conflict that 
occurs when reasoning a moral dilemma, the exposure to higher levels of thought 
heightens their awareness of others’ experiences and social perspectives. To be effective, 
these kinds of thought wrenching discussions must be facilitated in the curriculum, as 
well as, the cocurriculum.  
Students’ learning and development are affected by the student’s involvement in 
the college experience. The goal is to focus students’ learning into practice so that they 
integrate what they learn in the classroom with real life. While involvement usually 
correlates with positive outcomes, over-involved students can suffer negative impact 
from active participation. The key is for student affairs staff to be cognizant of the 
potential effects of involvement and to foster a sense of belonging for all students. They 
can start by encouraging older students to emerge as student leaders and mentors within 
the campus community. 
The power to learn, love, and live well together is essential to morality. Higher 
education is in desperate need of a major institutional transformation—a commitment to 
community that creates a common experience. We must encourage and equip students to 
be functional members of community building and rebuilding. We must live with 
integrity and hold each other accountable for the sake of the community. At the heart of 
moral development is the fact that we learn in community, as well as, live in community. 
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Every thought . . . every word . . . every action within community has the potential to 
become part of the institutional character through a valuing process. Because moral 
development and all other developmental outcomes are lifelong processes, every student, 
as well as, every faculty and staff member is on his or her own journey. Therefore, there 
will be inevitable crises of personal and institutional character, which create powerful 
learning communities for clarification of community values and for character growth. 
 While there have been a myriad of research studies regarding moral development 
in the curriculum versus the cocurriculum, higher education needs to adopt a systemic, 
integrated approach to character development across the entire campus community. 
Although data support the notion that students’ character is influenced by their college 
experience, research has not addressed the confluence between students’ perceptions of 
institutional characteristics and students’ moral development. This study examined the 
relationship between students’ perceptions of the strength of community and their level of 
moral development. The results will help similar institutions shape their communities to 















 This chapter will specify the methods to be applied in this correlation study. The 
purpose of this study was to examine the degree of relationship between undergraduate 
students’ perceptions of the strength of community and their level of moral development, 
and whether that relationship varied significantly based on students’ level of community 
engagement, conceptual development, and certain defined subgroup comparisons. This 
discussion of methodology will include the selection of the population, sampling 
procedure, instrumentation, and data collection and analysis procedures. 
Summary of Methods 
This correlation study was conducted utilizing three survey instruments that 
measured self-reported data: perceptions of community, moral development, and 
demographic information, including data that related to students’ conceptual development 
and community engagement. Two surveys, College and University Community Inventory 
(CUCI) (McDonald, 1996) and Defining Issues Test (DIT) (Rest, 1979), were 
standardized instruments. The scores from DIT and CUCI were computed and correlated 
to determine if a relationship existed between students’ perceptions of the strength of 
community and their level of moral development. Through the distribution of a 
descriptive survey, demographic information and answers to 20 questions, regarding 
student involvement patterns, leadership positions, and relationships within the campus 
community were gathered. The instruments were available online. A representative 
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sample of full-time undergraduate students received both electronic and mail messages 
providing information about the study and requesting participation. Residential status 
(students living on campus or not), classification (sophomore, junior, or senior), and 
gender were compared as subgroups of the sample population. The data were analyzed to 
determine if a relationship existed and whether that relationship varied significantly 
across the variables.   
Selection of the Population 
 The population for this study was undergraduate students enrolled full-time at a 
small private Christian liberal arts college in the southeast for the Spring 2005 semester. 
These students were classified as sophomores, juniors, or seniors. Because the researcher 
desired a representative sample of students who had lived in the campus community for 
at least one year, freshmen and some transfer students were not included in this study. 
This institution was chosen for its strong commitment to the Christian faith, liberal arts 
focus, and organizational values of scholarship, philanthropy, character, leadership, and 
community, which guide policies and procedures. The purpose of the liberal arts 
education, “bringing students into contact with a highly diverse range of facts and views 
about the world,” was consistent with the theory of moral development (Rest, 1994, p. 
28), which made this institution a good selection for this study.  
Setting 
Participants in this study attended a private residential four-year, Christian liberal 
arts college in the southeast. According to the site’s Office of Institutional Research, in 
Spring 2005 the undergraduate enrollment consisted of 1,892 students: 477 freshmen, 
330 sophomores, 400 juniors, 478 seniors, 60 others. There were 809 male students 
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(43%) and 1083 female students (57%). The undergraduate enrollment was comprised of 
88 percent White students, nine percent African-American students, three percent Asian, 
Hispanic, or others. These students represented 41 states and 22 foreign countries. Forty-
seven percent of undergraduates lived on campus. Sixty-three percent considered 
themselves Baptist in religious affiliation. The student to faculty ratio was 13:1, and the 
average class size was 17.  
Identified as a Masters College and Universities I Carnegie Classification, the 
institution is accredited by the Commission on Colleges of the Southern Association of 
Colleges and Schools to award both bachelor’s and master’s degrees. The college’s 
mission is committed to “open intellectual inquiry and deeper spiritual maturity” by 
offering a personalized education, by instilling Christian virtues in students, and by 
inspiring them to use their unique gifts for a lifetime of service (Carson-Newman 
College, 2004b, p. 5). Above all, the institution aims “to become a premiere Christian 
liberal arts college with a world-wide impact” (p. 5). Carson-Newman’s “Organizational 
Values” that guide their policies and procedures consist of (Carson-Newman College, 
2004a, p. 14):  
• Scholarship – academic foundation for effective citizenship and a productive 
life 
• Philanthropy – commitment to welfare of others 
• Character – prepare men and women of strong character to serve society 
• Leadership – recognize, refine, and rely upon effective leadership skills 




Since its beginning as a seminary in 1851, the college “has maintained its commitment to 
training ministers and Christian professionals while expanding its liberal arts program to 
include 53 undergraduate areas of study” (Carson-Newman College, 2004b, p. 5). As a 
result, the institution is recognized as a leader in Christian higher education. 
Sample Frame 
 The sample frame consisted of three variables: residential status (subgroups: 
residential, non-residential students), classification (subgroups: sophomore, junior, 
senior), and gender (subgroups: male, female). As a result, the sample frame of the 
current student enrollment by classification consisted of sophomores (330/27.32%), 
juniors (400/33.11%), and seniors (478/39.57%). The desired minimum sample size was 
300 participants (24.83%). 
Sampling Procedure 
 This study used a representative sample of the entire population of current 
undergraduate students, classified as sophomore, junior, or senior; residential or non-
residential; male or female. The desired sample size was 300 students: 150 residential 
students, 150 non-residential students; approximately 100 students in each class; 150 
male students, 150 female students. Selected students, responding to the electronic mail 
message and completing the survey instruments, participated in the study.  
 A nonproportional stratified random sampling technique, a type of sampling 
technique that requires the researcher to conduct a random sampling for each desired 
subgroup, was employed in order to ensure a representative sample of equal or similar 
numbers in the subgroups (Gay & Airasian, 2003, p. 106). This allowed the researcher to 
administer subgroup comparative analysis. This sampling procedure is illustrated below. 
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Also, to guarantee a large enough sample size (300 minimum), the researcher increased 
the sample size and requested participation from 400 students to plan for a 25% negative 
response rate and to guard against inconsistent instrument scores. When the list of the 
sample was obtained from the registrar’s office, each student was assigned to the 
appropriate subgroup, residential or non-residential; sophomore, junior, or senior; male or 
female. The researcher then randomly selected an equal number (500) of residential 
students and non-residential students by using a table of random numbers. This provided 
two samples. Then the researcher randomly selected an equal number (300) of students 
for each classification (sophomores, juniors, and seniors) within the previous two 
samples. Finally, the researcher randomly selected an equal number (200) of male and 
female students. This provided 12 samples, one for each possible residential status, 
classification, and gender comparison. 
 Due to a modest response rate for the first sample, the researcher conducted a 
second sample utilizing identical sampling procedures. However, because of the 
anonymous nature of participants’ entries, some students were inadvertently part of both 
samples. All students were asked to disregard the second invitation if they had already 
participated. This method was designed to ensure a more effective response rate.  
It was important to assure the participants of confidentiality with respect to their 
identities and responses since this study measured relatively personal perspectives and 
developmental stages. Although participants received an electronic mail message that 
informed them of this research study, students who chose to participate were guaranteed 
confidentiality. Upon receipt of either an electronic mail message or a memo through the 
mail, students were instructed to go to a link that oriented them to a secure website where 
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the instruments were located. From this point, there was no way to track who completed 
the instruments. Every participant received identical instruments with no coding process. 
Furthermore, this website was managed by two computer programmers, located in 
Knoxville, Tennessee. Even the programmers were unable to identify the participants. 
Finally, data from the survey instruments were kept in a locked departmental office when 
not in use by the researcher. 
 The procedure for distributing surveys minimized the threat of coercion since 
students were requested to participate through electronic mail message and postal mail. 
Also, participants were permitted to finish the instruments during their free time within 
the stated deadline. Due to the amount of time required to complete the surveys, students 
were given an incentive for participating in the study. This was determined by successful 
execution of all three survey instruments. Respondents received a random confirmation 
code that they exchanged in the site’s campus bookstore for a discount and the 
opportunity to win various prizes during a scheduled drawing.  
Instrumentation 
To achieve the purposes of this research, the study utilized three instruments. The 
research instruments used were the Defining Issues Test (DIT), a standardized instrument 
that measured moral development; the College and University Community Inventory 
(CUCI), a standardized instrument that assessed students’ perceptions of campus 
community; and a descriptive (survey) questionnaire that recorded students’ demographic 
information and level of campus involvement through the Community Engagement 
Inventory (CEI).  With the approval of the instruments’ designers, the instruments were 
constructed on a website for ease of administration, data collection, and scoring 
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procedures. An online computing mechanism was available to tabulate the variables. The 
website was managed by a professional independent computer programmer in Knoxville, 
Tennessee.  
Defining Issues Test (DIT) 
 The objectives of this paper guided the exploration of relevant research 
instruments. A number of instruments (Carlo, 1997; Forsyth, 1980; Gibbs, Arnold, 
Morgan, Schwartz, Gavaghan, & Tappan, 1994; Liddell, Halpin, & Halpin, 1992; Rest, 
1979; Shelton & McAdams, 1990; White, 1997) have been constructed that relate to 
moral development, particularly since the emergence of service-learning. Of these, only a 
few instruments actually purported to measure moral development as defined by this 
study.  
For example, the Measure of Moral Orientation (MMO) (Liddell, Halpin, & 
Halpin, 1992) proposed to measure the moral orientation for care, based on the work of 
Gilligan (1982/1993), and justice, based on the work of Kohlberg (1970) (Bringle, 
Phillips, & Hudson, 2004, p. 72). The MMO would have taken 25 minutes to administer, 
and it presented 9 dilemmas, 69 items that addressed issues that were familiar to current 
college students but measure moral sensitivity (interpreting the situation) instead of moral 
judgment (deciding which judgment is morally right or wrong) (pp. 72-74). In contrast, 
the purpose of this study was to focus on moral judgment because its cognitive 
component supported and enriched educational goals within the campus community 
committed to cognitive growth, especially within the liberal arts mission (McNeel, 1994, 
p. 28). Another example is the Revised Moral Authority Scale (MAS-R) (White, 1997) 
that measured the “attributed level of influence of different sources of moral authority in 
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moral decision making” (p. 321). The MAS-R consisted of six moral issues that asked 
respondents to rate the degree of influence to which certain sources hold upon their moral 
judgments, such as self-interest, family, education, friends, and society’s welfare (Bringle 
et al., 2004, p. 82). Although the estimated time to administer was only 15 minutes, the 
weak construct validity evidence and the emphasis on source of influence in moral 
judgment was not consistent with this study’s objectives. The Visions of Morality Scale 
(VMS) (Shelton & McAdams, 1990) was constructed to “explore an empathic foundation 
for morality by relating everyday morality to various dimensions of empathy” (p. 926). 
While this instrument emphasized a critical aspect of morality, empathy, and presented 
45 realistic everyday moral conflicts, the VMS was designed for high school students.  
 The Defining Issues Test (DIT), developed by James Rest (1979), is based on 
Kohlberg’s (1984) theory of moral development and was chosen for this study. The DIT 
was a multiple-choice standardized assessment that measured moral judgment (Rest, 
1994, p. 11). Respondents were presented with six dilemmas, followed by 12 statements 
that represented different stages of moral judgment. The first task was to rate each 
statement in terms of its importance in deciding each moral dilemma on a 5-point scale 
from “great importance” to “no importance” (pp. 11-12). Next, the DIT asked 
respondents to rank the four most important statements as “most important”, “second 
most important”, and so on (p. 12). This final ranking task was used to determine 
respondents’ stage of moral development. 
Unfortunately, the original version (6 dilemmas) of the DIT took between 30 and 
40 minutes to administer (Bringle et al., 2004, p. 65). There was a shortened version 
available that introduced three moral dilemmas (p. 64). When attempting to conduct 
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research, the estimated time to administer an instrument was an important factor that 
must be protected for adequate participation. In order to be time-efficient, the shortened 
DIT was utilized in this study. 
Also, scoring procedures were easier to manage since the DIT could be computer-
scored. The most widely used and recommended scores that the DIT yielded was the “P-
score” (Principled Score) (Bringle et al., 2004, p. 64). The P score was “based on the 
relative importance that a subject gives to items representing Stages 5 and 6, principled 
moral thinking;” it was a number that ranged from 0 to 95 (Rest, 1994, p. 13) on the long 
version and 0 to 90 on the short version. In addition, the DIT recommended that the 
researcher check the validity of scores two ways: an M score that protected against lofty 
answers (answers that seem ridiculous or unrelated to the specific moral issue) and 
respondent’s degree of consistency (pp. 64-65). Therefore, respondents’ scores were 
found to be unreliable and invalidated if they had a raw M score of more than four, any 
story with more than eight inconsistencies, three stories with any inconsistencies at all, 
and/or two stories that had more than 9 items rated the same (Rest, 1990, p. 3.7). Scores 
that did not meet these criteria were discarded. While the DIT Manual (Rest, 1990) 
warned that it has been typical to lose between five and fifteen percent of a sample due to 
the reliability checks on the DIT long version in studies asking for volunteers (p. 3.7), it 
did not give any indication of what to expect for the DIT short version.  
With over 1,000 studies utilizing the DIT to date (Rest, 1994, p. 13), data have 
been collected to support the reliability and validity of this instrument. However, studies 
conducted by Davison and Robbins (1978) established test-retest reliabilities of the DIT 
in the high .70s or .80s and internal reliabilities in the high .70s (Cronbach’s coefficient 
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alpha). “The correlational patterns of moral judgment scores support convergent-
divergent validity of the DIT and its distinctiveness” (Rest, 1994, p. 21). Based on known 
research, Rest (1990) concluded that “the DIT is eliciting a person’s best notion of justice 
and fairness” (p. 5.6). Regarding convergent validity, the DIT correlated with other 
measures of moral reasoning in the .60s and .70s; the DIT moderately correlated (.20s to 
.50s) with measures of cognitive development and IQ (Rest, 1994, p. 21). Divergent 
validity was supported with respect to nonsignificant correlations between the DIT and 
social desirability and most personality trait measures (p. 21). Also, there were no 
significant gender differences on DIT scores (p. 14).  
There were some negative aspects of the DIT. Each use of the DIT must be 
approved by the Center for the Study of Ethical Development. Predoctoral students may 
copy the DIT at no cost from the Manual, which is available for $25.00, but this does not 
include the scoring service (Bringle et al., 2004, pp. 63-64). If the DIT scoring service 
was utilized, the cost for administering this instrument would have been considerable. For 
example, 100 copies of the DIT cost $181 plus 10% for shipping and handling (p. 64). 
Because of this estimated cost, the researcher obtained assistance from the computer 
programmers, who constructed the instruments online, to create a computer scoring 
system identical to the DIT scoring procedure. Despite these obstacles, the DIT 
(shortened version) was selected because of its reputation for success, reliability, validity, 
and its focus on moral judgment, a primary component to moral development.  
College and University Community Inventory (CUCI) 
 Realizing the importance of the student perspective in creating and nurturing 
community, as well as higher education’s neglect to assess this significant constituent of 
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community, William McDonald (1996, 1999, 2002) constructed an instrument that 
assessed students’ perceptions of community in higher education. The College and 
University Community Inventory (CUCI) defined community as “the policies and 
practices that mark the distinctive mission of a collegiate institution and that accent the 
shared values and commitments held in common by institutional constituents” 
(McDonald, 2002, p. 148). Part I consisted of demographic information: classification, 
years attended, housing status, age, gender, academic major, and ethnicity. This part was 
not be used since the researcher constructed her own questionnaire to gather demographic 
information. Part II of the CUCI was divided into six categories: “Mission and 
Curriculum, Membership Rights and Responsibilities, Respect for Diversity and 
Individuality, Standards and Regulations, Service to Both Students and Community, and 
Institutional Rituals and Celebrations” (p. 148). Potential responses (total of 37 items) of 
the original CUCI (1996) were scored on a 5-point Likert Scale: disagree=1, somewhat 
disagree=2, neutral=3, somewhat agree=4, agree=5. Since its inception in 1996, the 
CUCI has added another category, “Institutional Physical Location and Interaction,” and 
modified student response measures to include “Not Observed” at the beginning of the 
scale and given the value of zero: not observed=0, strongly disagree=1, disagree=2, 
agree=3, strongly agree=4 (McDonald, 2002, pp. 159-164). Also, a qualitative section 
was added at the end of the CUCI that asks two questions:  
a. What is the most important campus attribute for creating and nurturing 
community on this campus? 
b. What is the greatest detractor for creating and nurturing community on this 




Since this survey was fairly new, there have not been many research studies that 
use this instrument. However, McDonald (1996) established instrument validity and 
reliability. Student focus groups and a panel of national experts, including Ernest Boyer, 
Alexander Astin, Robert Bellah, and others, reviewed the instrument “to ensure all 
questions were explicit and elicited the appropriate response” (pp. 62-68). After 
modifications were made, students’ responses from the final focus group and the pilot test 
indicated that “the revised CUCI was easily read, understood and completed” (p. 70), and 
therefore, establishing validity. A field test, representing 16 institutions from different 
regional locations, size, and Carnegie Classifications, was implemented to establish 
internal reliability.  Coefficient alpha reliability estimates for each scale “exceeded .70, 
ranging from .78 to .90,” which is considered an “acceptable-to-high” correlation (pp. 71-
73).  
For the purposes of this study, the researcher chose not to use the sections, 
“Institutional Physical Location and Interaction” or the qualitative section. This 
assessment was selected primarily because of its definition of community as a shared 
responsibility of all campus constituents. Secondly, the importance it placed on students’ 
perceptions of community was vital to this study’s objectives. In addition, the CUCI’s 
relatively short amount of time for administration (15-20 minutes), reliability, and 
validity were critical determinants.  
Demographic Questionnaire 
 Designed by the researcher, the descriptive questionnaire was divided into two 
sections and gathered information relating to participants’ demographic variables and 
level of community engagement. The purpose was to explore the relationship between 
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participants’ characteristics and the study’s main constructs, moral development and 
perceptions of community. Part I of the survey collected information on: (a) 
classification, (b) housing status, (c) gender, (d) cumulative grade point average (GPA). It 
was reasonable to assume that all of these variables were potential factors of students’ 
perceptions of community, because it was possible to experience different community 
and cultural characteristics across all these categories. Consequently, classification 
(sophomore, junior, or senior), housing status (residential or non-residential), and gender 
(male or female) were chosen for subgroup comparisons. Because Rest (1986, 1994) 
maintained educational level and cognitive development related to moral development, 
GPA was adopted as a variable to express students’ conceptual development. For this 
study cumulative GPA was delineated into three levels of academic achievement (4.0-3.4, 
3.3-2.7, 2.6-2.0, below 2.0). Gender was a point of interest due to Gilligan’s (1982/1993) 
contention that females do not respond to Kohlberg’s (1971) theory of moral 
development which was reflected in the DIT. However, research has shown that females 
scored slightly higher than males on the DIT (Rest, 1994, p.14). A copy of the survey 
may be reviewed in Appendix A.   
To establish students’ level of engagement with the campus community, Part II of 
the questionnaire addressed 20 questions concerning campus involvement patterns, 
leadership positions, and relationships of participants. This section was entitled the 
Community Engagement Inventory (CEI) to encourage students to self-report in a way 
that truly reflected their engagement with the campus community.  
Designed by the researcher, the CEI was based on Astin’s (1984) theory of 
student involvement, discussed in the literature review. Astin asserted that student 
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involvement refers to “the amount of physical and psychological energy that the student 
devotes to the academic experience” (p. 297). Furthermore, this theory emphasized active 
participation of the student in the learning process, within and without the curriculum. 
Therefore, respondents were asked to indicate their campus involvement along 10 areas: 
years of attendance, duration of residential living, where weekends are spent, 
attendance/participation in various activities (athletic events, cultural activities, campus-
wide events), visits to the campus facilities (Student Activities Center, cafeteria and 
Eagle’s Nest), interaction with faculty or staff members, hours spent in curricular and 
cocurricular activities, number of extra-curricular activities, campus leadership positions 
and responsibility, and campus relationships. These areas were chosen for four reasons: 
to represent involvement in the curriculum and the cocurriculum, to explore the quality 
and quantity of campus involvement in which students engage, to determine if leadership 
participants differ from others in moral development and/or perceptions of community, 
and to examine students’ commitment to campus relationships.  
Based on students’ responses, an individual CEI score was computed for each 
student. Each question had four possible answers that were assigned a point value (a=1 
point, b=2 points, c=3 points, d=4 points). These points were added together to obtain the 
CEI composite score, which reflected the student’s level of engagement within the 
college community. Also, separate scores were determined for the subscales of the CEI, 
“Campus Involvement Patterns,” “Commitment to Community Responsibility” 
(leadership positions), and “Commitment to Community Relationships.” The data from 
these scores will allow the researcher to examine any relationship among students’ 
responses based on their levels of engagement in and commitment to campus 
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involvement, leadership responsibility, and relationships. To review the questions in their 
entirety, please see Appendix A.   
Pilot Study 
 To establish reliability and validity of the demographic/CEI survey, the researcher 
conducted a pilot test, including three phases. The purpose of the pilot test was to 
determine if the questions were clear and if the information supported the study’s 
objectives. The pilot test also determined how long it took to administer the survey (less 
than five minutes). The first phase of the pilot test was a review of the instrument by the 
thesis committee: E. Grady Bogue (chair), Dulcie L. Peccolo, and Robert A. Littleton. 
Committee members evaluated the instrument to see if the questions supported the 
study’s objectives (content validity).  
Upon approval from the thesis committee, phase two involved a request for 
review by student affairs professionals at the site’s institution. The Campus Minister, 
Associate Director of Campus Ministries, and Dean of Students responded. These 
professionals inspected the instrument for clarity and for any omissions that should have 
been included (sampling validity).  
Once recommendations were made, the researcher proceeded to a review of the 
instrument by students (phase three). These students represented a purposive sample of 
undergraduate students at the site’s institution. They were student leaders in F.L.I.G.H.T. 
(Fundamental Lessons in Growing Holistically Together), a cocurricular mentoring 
program for freshmen, of which the researcher participated. First, students completed the 
instrument in order to ascertain an estimated time frame for completion. On average, 
students reported that it took them between three and five minutes to complete the 
 
70 
survey. Then, students were asked to check for clarity and to offer suggestions for 
improvement. The researcher made modifications to the survey based on the responses 
from each phase. Because each phase of the pilot test retained the perspectives and 
expertise of all campus constituents (faculty, staff, and students), the entire campus 
community helped to establish validity of the questionnaire. 
Procedures 
Data Collection 
 The researcher sought access to the selected institution by submitting a summary 
of the proposed research project (Appendix B) and a request for access to participants 
(Appendix C). After receiving permission from the research site, the researcher 
completed the expedited review procedure (Form B application) for approval to conduct 
the study from the Institutional Research Board (IRB) at the University of Tennessee. 
When permission was granted by both institutions, the process of gathering information 
began.  
In order to request students’ participation in the study, the registrar’s office at the 
research site provided the researcher with a list of current full-time undergraduate 
students, enrolled for a minimum of one year (as far as the institutional computer 
program could determine), and classified as sophomore, junior, or senior; residential or 
non-residential; male or female. At this point, the researcher conducted the sampling 
technique and selected a nonproportional stratified random sampling, based on the 
aforementioned subgroups, residential and non-residential; sophomore, junior, and senior 
classifications; and gender. When the sample was determined, the researcher sent a letter 
of transmittal by postal mail (Appendix D) and electronic mail (Appendix E) to the 
 
71 
sample. This memo addressed the purpose and importance of the study, explained 
instructions for completing the instruments, estimated the time it would take to complete, 
indicated a deadline for response, and discussed issues of honesty, confidentiality, 
informed consent, and individuals’ rights to refuse participation in study. Also, the memo 
gave details of an incentive for participants who responded by the specified deadline. In 
case participants had any questions, the memo provided the researcher’s contact 
information. The following paragraph details the process of data collection.   
Upon receipt of either an electronic mail message or a memo through the mail, 
students were instructed to go to a link (http://survey.focalpointinc.net) that oriented them 
to a secure website where the instruments were located for two seven-day intervals. 
Participants were greeted online by an introduction page (Appendix F) that gave specific 
instructions for navigating the website. Every participant received identical instruments 
with no coding process. With increasing difficulty and time commitment, the order of 
instruments was: demographic questionnaire, CUCI, and DIT. The entire procedure was 
expected to take 45 minutes. The system saved their responses and allowed respondents 
to leave the survey and finish it later if they clicked the “Next” button at the conclusion 
of each instrument before exiting the website. The system did not accept participants’ 
data unless every item was answered. If all items had been completed, the program began 
the next instrument. If items were left blank, the participant was prompted to complete 
those questions. At the conclusion of the survey, respondents were given the option to 
provide an email address if they wanted to receive the study’s results.  
Upon successful execution of all three survey instruments, respondents received a 
random code on an online confirmation page (Appendix G) that they printed out and 
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exchanged in the site’s campus bookstore for an incentive for their participation, which 
included a ten percent discount in the campus bookstore (some restrictions applied). The 
campus bookstore checked the validity of confirmation codes online. At this time 
respondents were invited to put their contact information (email or phone number) into a 
scheduled drawing in the campus bookstore for the opportunity to win three one hundred 
dollar cash prizes and other prizes donated by various venders in the area. Also, similar 
incentives (opportunity to win one of 12 twenty-five dollar cash prizes) were given to the 
second sample of students who successfully completed the instruments. The incentives 
were available for pick-up during a specified time. Finally, data from the survey 
instruments were kept in a locked departmental office when not in use by the researcher. 
Data Analysis 
Separate analyses were conducted for each phase of the process: the DIT (Phase 
I), CUCI (Phase II), demographic questionnaire (Phase III), and computation of 
correlation coefficients and tests for significance (Phase IV). To guard against invalid test 
scores, the DIT was analyzed first. The researcher checked the validity of DIT scores two 
ways: an M score that protects against lofty answers and respondent’s degree of 
consistency (Bringle et al., 2004, pp. 64-65). If answers seemed too lofty or showed too 
much or too little consistency, as discussed earlier in this chapter, those participants’ 
scores were discarded. This prevented unnecessary analysis of data that eventually would 
be rejected. Since the scores for the DIT were computer-scored, data analysis was easier 
to manage. This study was concerned primarily with the “P-score” (Principled Score) (p. 
64). The P score was “based on the relative importance that a subject gives to items 
representing Stages 5 and 6, principled moral thinking” (Rest, 1994, p. 13); it was a 
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number that ranged from 0 to 90 on the DIT short version. The P score was this study’s 
measurement of current students’ level of moral development. Participants with a high P 
score represented higher stages of moral development.  
Analysis of the CUCI data computed a composite score for each student by 
adding the appropriate point values for each participant’s responses, as determined by the 
instrument designer (McDonald, 2002, pp. 159-164). This composite score represented 
each student’s perception of the strength of the campus community.  
Next, data from the demographic questionnaire were analyzed. After the data 
from the demographic and CEI sections were entered into a spreadsheet, descriptive 
statistics were calculated using SPSS version 12.0. A demographic representation of the 
sample was presented through frequency distributions and percentages.  
A composite score from the Community Engagement Inventory was computed for 
each student by adding the appropriate point values for each participant’s responses, as 
discussed previously. The CEI score reflected students’ level of engagement within the 
campus community. Also, separate scores were determined for the subscales of the CEI, 
“Campus Involvement Patterns”, “Commitment to Community Responsibility” 
(leadership responsibility), and “Commitment to Community Relationships”. Responses 
were categorized into three predetermined levels of engagement along the CEI scale and 
subscales: campus engagement scale (32-128 range; 32-56 low engagement, 57-96 mid 
engagement, 97-128 high engagement), involvement patterns (14-56 range; 14-24 low 
involvement, 25-42 mid involvement, 43-56 high involvement), leadership responsibility 
(3-12 range; 3-5 no/low leadership, 6-8 mid leadership, 9-12 high leadership), and 
relationships (15-60 range; 15-28 low relationship, 29-46 mid relationship, 47-60 high 
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relationship). The data from these scores allowed the researcher to examine any 
relationship among students’ moral development and perceptions of community based on 
their levels of engagement in and commitment to campus involvement, leadership 
responsibility, and relationships. 
Finally, the results from each of the three instruments were examined to 
determine if a relationship existed between variables and whether that relationship was 
statistically significant. The main purpose of this study was to determine if a relationship 
existed between students’ perceptions of the strength of community and their level of 
moral development. In order to establish this, a correlation coefficient, the product 
moment correlation coefficient (Pearson r), was calculated since both variables were 
continuous, interval data. This coefficient was the “most precise estimate of correlation” 
(Gay & Airasian, 2003, p. 317). The Pearson r correlation coefficient was utilized for 
determining significant relationships between the main constructs, moral development 
and perceptions of community, and other variables: the CEI scale and subscales 
(correlations along three predetermined levels of engagement for each composite score, 
involvement patterns score, leadership score, relationship score),  conceptual 
development (correlations for three levels of academic achievement – cumulative GPA), 
and subgroup comparisons (correlations for each category of classification, residential 
status, and gender).   
Since the sample size was large enough, it was more likely to reveal significant 
relationships if they existed. A significance level of .05 was chosen to determine 
significance in the observed relationships between variables, which was examined further 
with analysis of covariance (ANCOVA). As a result, ANCOVA increased the power of 
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the significance test by analyzing the effect of the various categorical variables, such as 
the different levels of community engagement or demographic subgroups, on the 
dependent variable (moral development) while reducing the variability of the covariate 
(perception of community).  
Summary 
This chapter examined the methods and procedures that guided this correlation 
study. The purpose of this study was to examine the degree of relationship between 
undergraduate students’ perception of the strength of community and their level of moral 
development, and whether that relationship varied significantly based on students’ 
conceptual development, level of community engagement, and demographic information. 
Participants in this study attended a private residential four-year, Christian liberal arts 
college in the southeast. A nonproportional stratified random sampling technique was 
employed to delineate the sample for the study. Utilizing three survey instruments, DIT, 
CUCI, and a demographic questionnaire, the students’ classification, residential status, 
and gender were compared as subgroups of the target population. Data were collected 
online and analyzed for significant correlations across the variables. The data were used 
to assess current students’ moral development and perceptions of community, to 
reconsider the variables in the campus environment that may relate to moral 
development, and to suggest the integration of curricular and cocurricular initiatives 
within the campus community that promote character and thus empower the entire 






RESULTS OF THE STUDY 
 
Introduction 
This correlation study utilized three survey instruments that measured current 
students’ perceptions of community, moral development, and demographic information, 
which included data that related to students’ conceptual development and community 
engagement. Two surveys, College and University Community Inventory (CUCI) 
(McDonald, 1996) and Defining Issues Test (DIT) (Rest, 1979), were standardized 
instruments that measured students’ perceptions of the strength of community and their 
level of moral development respectively. Through the distribution of a descriptive survey, 
designed by the researcher, demographic and community engagement data were gathered. 
For improved readability the three instruments in this study will be collectively referred 
to as the “research survey” or simply, the “survey” throughout this chapter and the 
remainder of the presentation of this study. The results from the research survey are 
presented in this chapter.  
Response Rate 
Current full-time undergraduate students were selected randomly at a small 
private college according to the procedures outlined in Chapter III. Upon receipt of an 
electronic or postal mail message providing information about the study and requesting 
participation, students were oriented to a secure website where the research survey was 
located for two seven-day intervals. Due to a modest response rate of 69 participants 
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(17.3%) among the first sample, the researcher conducted a second sample utilizing the 
same sampling procedures.  
The second sample yielded a slightly higher response rate of 99 participants 
(24.8%), which may have been influenced by several factors. Because of the anonymous 
nature of students’ online submissions and relatively small student population, some 
students were part of both samples. Also, students from the first sample were given 
another chance to complete the survey during the second request for participation. If 
students had completed the survey already, they were asked to disregard the second 
invitation. Therefore, the researcher had no way to determine whether students who 
completed the survey were part of the first or second sample, which may help to explain 
the higher response rate for the second sample. To encourage a higher response rate, the 
researcher made two adjustments in data collection procedures during the second request 
for participation. Whereas the first sample received their authorization codes by mail only 
(although they received a generic email invitation as well), the researcher sent personal 
email messages to each member of the second sample with his/her random authorization 
code. The second adjustment was made in the way incentives were awarded. Although 
the total cash prize amount was the same for both samples, 12 twenty-five dollar cash 
prizes were given away in the second drawing following data collection instead of the 
original three one hundred dollar cash prizes in the first drawing. Overall, 168 surveys 
were completed, a response rate of 21%.  
While 168 surveys were completed, some of respondents’ scores were unreliable. 
As suggested by the Defining Issues Test (DIT) (Rest, 1979), the researcher examined the 
validity of respondents’ scores two ways: an M score that protected against lofty answers 
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and respondent’s degree of consistency. As a result, respondents’ scores were found to be 
unreliable and invalidated if they had a raw M score of more than four, any story with 
more than eight inconsistencies, three stories with any inconsistencies at all, and/or two 
stories that had more than 9 items rated the same (Rest, 1990, p. 3.7). While the DIT 
Manual (Rest, 1990) warned that it was normal to lose between five and fifteen percent of 
a sample due to the reliability checks on the DIT long version in studies asking for 
volunteers (p. 3.7), the researcher discarded 70 respondents’ scores (41.7%) due to these 
guidelines for the DIT short version. After these considerations were taken into account, 
the return rate of reliable scores from two samples (a total of 800 students) was 
approximately 12% or 98 respondents. Throughout the remainder of the presentation, 
respondents with reliable DIT scores will be referred to as the “sample” (N=98). 
Demographic Results 
 Designed by the researcher, the demographic questionnaire gathered information 
related to participants’ demographic variables and level of community engagement. Part I 
of the survey recorded participants’: (a) classification, (b) residential status, (c) gender, 
and (d) cumulative grade point average (GPA). A demographic representation of the 
sample is presented in Table 1 through measures of frequencies and percentages. Of the 
98 participants who completed the research survey, 64 (65.3%) were sophomores and 34 
(34.7%) were seniors. Based on the data, there were no juniors represented in the final 
sample (N=98). On the demographic question for housing status, 65 (66.3%) participants 
lived in an on campus residence and 33 (33.7%) participants were commuters or lived in 
an off campus residence. Regarding gender, there were 31 (31.6%) females and 67 












































































































(GPA), was divided into four levels of academic achievement (4.0-3.4, 3.3-2.7, 2.6-2.0, 
below 2.0). The majority of participants (n=54, 55.1%) indicated a GPA between 4.0 and 
3.4; 31 (31.6%) participants recorded a GPA between 3.3 and 2.7; and 13 (13.3%) 
participants reported a GPA between 2.6 and 2.0. No students reported a GPA below 2.0.  
 Part II of the demographic questionnaire, the Community Engagement Inventory 
(CEI), established participants’ levels of engagement with the campus community by 
computing a CEI composite score and 3 subscale scores, “Campus Involvement 
Patterns”, “Commitment to Community Responsibility” (leadership responsibility), and 
“Commitment to Community Relationships”. Participants’ scores were determined by 
assigning the appropriate point values (a=1 point, b=2 points, c=3 points, d=4 points) for 
each question. Then, respondents were categorized into three predetermined levels of 
engagement along the CEI scale and subscales: community engagement scale (32-128 
range; 32-56 low engagement, 57-96 mid engagement, 97-128 high engagement),  
involvement patterns (14-56 range; 14-24 low involvement, 25-42 mid involvement, 43- 
56 high involvement), leadership responsibility (3-12 range; 3-5 no/low leadership, 6-8 
mid leadership, 9-12 high leadership), and relationships (15-60 range; 15-28 low 
relationship, 29-46 mid relationship, 47-60 high relationship).  
 The frequency distribution for the CEI scale is presented in Table 2 to describe 
participants’ levels of engagement in and commitment to the campus community through 
their involvement, leadership responsibility, and relationships. Analysis of participants’ 
levels of campus involvement patterns (subscale 1) revealed that 20 (20.4%) participants  
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were of average involvement; and only 1 (1%) participant was highly involved.  
For subscale 2, participants’ levels of leadership responsibility were more equally 
dispersed and even slightly higher on the extremes. Thirty-five (35.7%) participants self-  
reported no/low leadership responsibility; 30 (30.6%) participants indicated moderate 
leadership responsibility; and 33 (33.7%) participants recorded high leadership 
responsibility.  
Subscale 3 yielded no participants in the low level of commitment to campus 
relationships as represented through various questions about community values. Thirty-
four (34.7%) participants recorded moderate relationship scores; and the majority of 
participants (n=64, 65.3%) self-reported high levels of relationship scores.  
Overall, the majority of participants (n=82, 83.7%) were considered to be engaged 
with the campus community but not considered significantly high (n=16, 16.3%) or low 
(n=0) in their engagement.  
Results 
Individual responses on three instruments served as the basis for means scores 
that were utilized in analyses of covariance. The descriptive statistics of range, mean, and 
standard deviation for the DIT P score, CUCI composite score, and CEI composite score 
and subscale scores were examined for the sample (Table 3). Respondents scored 
between 0 and 70 on the DIT; the highest possible P score was 90 on the short version of 
the DIT. The mean P score on the DIT was 36.36 (SD=17.509). While the CUCI scores 
reflected a large range in perceptions of the strength of community (53-138), the mean 
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Finally, the respondents’ scores on the CEI composite scale ranged from 64 to 
113; the mean score was 85.51 (SD=10.628), a moderate level of community engagement 
based on the predetermined levels of engagement. For the involvement subscale (1) 
students were low to moderately involved (17-43 range); the mean score for the 
involvement subscale was 29.99 (SD=6.152), another moderate score. Again, the 
leadership responsibility subscale (2) indicated more of a difference in range of scores 
with a mean score of 7.11 (SD=2.576). Subscale 3, commitment to relationships, showed 
ranges in respondent scores (35-60) that were much higher levels compared to ranges in 
the other subscale scores. The mean score (M=48.41, SD=6.083) for subscale 3 
represented a high level of commitment to community relationships. Therefore, students 
who completed the survey were moderately engaged with the campus community with 
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the exception of subscale 3; participants indicated a much higher level of engagement in 
and commitment to community values and relationships. 
The results of this study are presented in the order of the research questions 
outlined in Chapter I:  
1. Does a relationship exist between undergraduate students’ perceptions of the 
strength of community and their level of moral development?  
2. Does the strength of the relationship between students’ perceptions of 
community and their level of moral development vary significantly with 
respect to students’ level of community engagement, such as campus 
involvement patterns, leadership responsibility, and relationships? 
3. Does the strength of the relationship between students’ perceptions of 
community and their level of moral development vary significantly with 
respect to students’ conceptual development, as defined by academic 
performance (cumulative grade point average)? 
4. Does the strength of the relationship between students’ perceptions of 
community and their level of moral development vary significantly with 
respect to certain subgroups, defined as students’ classification, residential 
status, and gender? 
Research Question 1 
 To discover if a relationship existed between undergraduate students’ perceptions 
of the strength of community (CUCI) and their level of moral development (P), the 
product moment correlation coefficient (Pearson r) was computed since both variables 
were continuous interval data. A significance level of .05 was chosen to determine 
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significance (2-tailed). The Pearson correlation for these variables was -.026; the 
significant r value for this to reflect a significant correlation was between .20 and .21 
(df=96). An r of -.026 was not significant at the .05 level. Therefore, there was not a 
significant relationship between students’ perception of the strength of community and 
their level of moral development for this sample population (Table 4).  
Research Question 2 
 Research Question 2 sought to determine if the strength of the relationship 
between students’ perceptions of community and their level of moral development varied 
significantly with respect to students’ level of community engagement, such as campus 
involvement patterns, leadership responsibility, and relationships. Although it has been 
established already that there was no relationship between moral development and 
perception of community, the main constructs, the researcher first calculated correlation 
coefficients for each level of the CEI scale and subscales to see if in fact a relationship  
 
Table 4 
Moral Development and Perception of Community Correlation (N=98, df=96) 
  


























     
P=principled reasoning score/moral development; CUCI=perception of community 
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existed between participants’ self-reported perceptions of community and their level of 
moral development based on the different levels of the CEI scale and subscales in the 
sample. These results are discussed on the following pages. 
Then, analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was administered to increase the power 
of the significance test by analyzing further any significant effects for the various levels 
of community engagement on moral development while reducing the variability of 
perception of community. This test made it easier to see the impact of the different 
groups (three predetermined levels of engagement for each composite score, involvement 
patterns score, leadership responsibility score, and relationship score) in Research 
Question 2. In other words, ANCOVA allowed the researcher to determine if the variance 
on the dependent variable (moral development) between levels of community 
engagement was significantly different from the variance within levels of community 
engagement when evaluated at the overall sample mean (M=99.57) for perception of 
community (CUCI – independent variable/covariate).   
In order to run ANCOVA, the CUCI mean score (99.57) was treated as the 
covariate or X variable; moral development (P) was delineated as the dependent or Y 
variable; and the various levels of community engagement along the CEI scale and 
subscales were the categorical independents or grouping variables. Analysis of 
covariance involved several steps: tests of between-subjects effects that revealed the 
effect of the categorical variable (such as community engagement) and the covariate 
(CUCI) on moral development, estimated marginal means or adjusted means of moral 
development that would have been expected for each group if all the groups scored the 
same on the CUCI, pairwise comparisons of significant group differences in adjusted 
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moral development means, and a univariate test that illustrated the main effect of each 
categorical variable after removing the effects of the covariate (CUCI). 
Community Engagement Composite 
For the CEI composite score (Table 5), participants represented the moderately 
engaged (n=82) and highly engaged (n=16) levels. Participants’ moral development and 
perception of community were not significantly related based on moderate community 
engagement (r= -.091, df=80) or high community engagement (r=.345, df=14).  
To further probe the effect of community engagement, ANCOVA was used. This 
permitted the researcher to examine any significant differences in moral development 
mean scores (P) based on levels of community engagement while reducing variability of 
perception of community (CUCI=99.57). Because it was designed to test the effect of 
community engagement, the categorical independent variable, the F score in Table 6 must 
be significantly greater than one to demonstrate more variation between groups of 
community engagement than within groups of community engagement. However, the F-
test of significance showed that the grouping variable, community engagement, did not 
appear to make a difference. Table 7 indicated the adjusted moral development means at 
the overall mean of the CUCI scores for each level of community engagement. After 
these adjustments, participants (n=16) with a high level of community engagement had 
slightly higher (M=37.300) moral development means than participants (n=82) who were 
moderately engaged (M=36.177); these groups means were exemplary of the overall 
sample mean (M=36.36) for moral development. When levels of community engagement 
were compared (Table 8), no significant difference (p=.820) was found in moral  
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Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for Level of Community Engagement (N=98) 
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(a)  R Squared=.001 (Adjusted R Squared = -.020)  





Estimated Marginal Means by Level of Community Engagement (N=98) 
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Pairwise Comparisons by Level of Community Engagement (N=98) 
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Univariate Test for Level of Community Engagement (N=98) 
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no significant effect (F=.052) on moral development was found based on participants’ 
levels of community engagement.  
Campus Involvement Subscale 
Correlations by levels of the campus involvement subscale produced the same 
results – no significant relationships (Table 10). For the low involvement level (r= -.296, 
df=18) and the moderate involvement level (r=.090, df=75), moral development and 
perception of community were not significantly related. Since there was only one 
participant in the high involvement category (n=1), r could not be computed. 
Again, the F-test of significance in Table 11 showed that the categorical variable, 
campus involvement patterns, did not appear to make a significant difference in moral 
development while controlling for perception of community. As presented in Table 12, 
the adjusted moral development mean for the low level of campus involvement group 
(n=20) was slightly higher (M=38.831) than the adjusted means for groups who were  
moderately (M=35.792, n=77) or highly (M=30.750, n=1) involved. After analyzing the 
mean differences between pairs of campus involvement levels in Table 13, the researcher 
determined there were no significant differences (p=less than .05) in moral development 
group mean scores based on campus involvement. Campus involvement had no 
significant effect (F=.282) on moral development (Table 14), because the ratio of 
variance on moral development between levels of campus involvement was not 
significantly different from the variance within each level of campus involvement. 
Leadership Responsibility Subscale 
For the leadership responsibility subscale, low (r= -.164, df=33), moderate  
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P=principled reasoning score/moral development; CUCI=perception of community 










Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for Level of Campus Involvement (N=98) 
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(a)  R Squared=.007 (Adjusted R Squared = -.025)  





Estimated Marginal Means by Level of Campus Involvement (N=98) 
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Pairwise Comparisons by Level of Campus Involvement (N=98) 
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Univariate Test for Level of Campus Involvement (N=98) 
Dependent Variable: P 
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reveal significant relationships between moral development and perception of community 
(Table 15). Leadership responsibility, as indicated by analysis of covariance (Table 16), 
had no significant effect (F=.942) on moral development while controlling for perception 
of community. As shown in Table 17, the adjusted moral development mean for the high 
level of leadership responsibility group (n=33) was slightly higher (M=39.529) than 
adjusted means for groups with low (M=36.934, n=35) or mid (M=32.206, n=30) levels 
of leadership responsibility. While the mean differences between high and moderate 
levels of leadership responsibility were quite large in comparison to other levels within 
this subscale and many of the other subscales, they were not significant (Table 18). As 
demonstrated in Table 19, the univariate F-test confirmed that participants’ levels of 
leadership responsibility did not have a significant effect (F=1.379) on moral 
development.  
Community Relationships Subscale 
Participants responded to the community relationships subscale with mid (n=34) 
to high (n=64) levels of commitment. However, significant relationships did not exist 
between moral development and perception of community based on these levels of 
community relationships. These values are located in Table 20.  
 However, when ANCOVA was run to further test the effect of community 
relationships (Table 21), a highly significant F score (F=6.603, p=.012) for the grouping 
variable, levels of community relationships, was found. Therefore, community 
relationships were significantly related to moral development after removing the effects 
of the covariate, perception of community. The adjusted moral development mean (Table 
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Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for Level of Leadership Responsibility (N=98) 
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(a)  R Squared=.029 (Adjusted R Squared = -.002) 





Estimated Marginal Means by Level of Leadership Responsibility (N=98) 
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Pairwise Comparisons by Level of Leadership Responsibility (N=98) 
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Univariate Test for Level of Leadership Responsibility (N=98) 
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Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for Level of Community Relationships (N=98) 
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(a)  R Squared=.066 (Adjusted R Squared =.046)  





Estimated Marginal Means by Level of Community Relationships (N=98) 
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higher (M=42.907) than the adjusted mean for the group with a high (M=32.883, n=64) 
level of commitment to community relationships. Table 23 indicated that the mean 
difference between levels of community relationships was statistically significant 
(p=.012). As presented in Table 24, the univariate F-test (F=6.603) confirmed that the 
ratio of variance on moral development between levels of community relationships was 
significantly different from the variance within levels of community relationships. 
Therefore, the relationship between moral development and perception of community 
varied significantly with respect to participants’ level of commitment to community 
relationships.  
Research Question 3 
 To assess whether the strength of the relationship between students’ perceptions 
of community and their level of moral development varied significantly with respect to 
students’ conceptual development, students were asked to self-report their cumulative  
 
Table 23 
Pairwise Comparisons by Level of Community Relationships (N=98) 
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Univariate Test for Level of Community Relationships (N=98) 
Dependent Variable: P 
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grade point average (GPA) in one of four categories, (a) 4.0-3.4 GPA (n=54), (b) 3.3-2.7  
GPA (n=31), (c) 2.6-2.0 GPA (n=13), and (d) below 2.0 GPA (n=0). First, the Pearson r 
correlation coefficient was calculated to determine if there was a significant relationship 
between the main constructs, moral development and perception of community for each 
level of GPA. The correlation was only significant (r=.585, df=11) p=less than .05 for the 
2.6-2.0 GPA range (Table 25).  
Then, ANCOVA was employed to increase the power of the significance test for 
the effect of this categorical variable, conceptual development (GPA), on moral 
development with perception of community as the covariate. The F-test of significance in 
Table 26 confirmed that conceptual development had a significant effect on moral 
development (F=3.374) p=.038, which meant that there was greater variation between 
groups of GPA than within them. Table 27 indicated the adjusted means of moral 
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* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  
P=principled reasoning score/moral development; CUCI=perception of community 










Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for Level of Conceptual Development (N=98) 
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(a)  R Squared=.068 (Adjusted R Squared =.038)  
 
Table 27 
Estimated Marginal Means by Level of Conceptual Development (N=98) 





Mean   Std. Deviation 
 


















(a)  Covariate appearing in the model is evaluated at the following value: CUCI=99.57.  







mean for perception of community, the covariate. The adjusted moral development 
means for the groups with mid (M=37.306, n=31) to high (M=38.587, n=54) GPAs was 
much higher than the adjusted mean for the group with lower (M=24.856, n=13) GPAs. 
When group means for each GPA level were compared (Table 28), no significant 
difference (p=.012) was found in moral development means between the groups with mid 
level and high level GPAs. However, there were significant differences in adjusted means 
for moral development between mid and low GPA groups (p=.031), and even more 
significance between high and low GPA groups (p=.012) than could be attributed to 
chance. Because the univariate F-test in Table 29 indicated that conceptual development 
had a significant effect, the researcher concluded that the relationship between moral  
 
Table 28 
Pairwise Comparisons by Level of Conceptual Development (N=98) 
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Based on estimated marginal means 
*  The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 





Univariate Test for Conceptual Development (N=98) 






df Mean Square F Sig. 
       
Between Groups  
 












The F tests the effect of Conceptual Development or cumulative GPA.  
 
 
development and perception of community varied significantly with respect to students’ 
conceptual development, defined as cumulative GPA.  
Research Question 4 
 To determine if the strength of the relationship between students’ perceptions of 
community and their level of moral development varied significantly based on certain 
demographic subgroups, first, correlations were computed for each category of students’ 
classification, residential status, and gender. Then, analysis of covariance was applied for 
two purposes, to increase the power of the significance test and to see how the subgroups 
effect moral development while reducing the variability of perception of community, the 
covariate.  
Classification Subgroups 
 The first demographic variable examined was classification. Although 
sophomores, juniors, and seniors were invited to participate in the research study, only 
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sophomores (n=64) and seniors (n=34) were represented in the sample (N=98) based on 
the data. As a result, the sample was not representative of the total student population. 
Therefore, the results and any conclusions that are drawn should be treated with extreme 
caution. 
When moral development and perception of community were correlated for each 
classification subgroup (Table 30), no significant relationship was found for sophomores 
(r= -.013, df=62) or seniors (r= -.082, df=32). However, when analysis of covariance was 
administered (Table 31), the F test of significance showed that the categorical variable, 
classification, made a significant difference (F=5.158, p=.025) in moral development 
after removing the effects of the covariate, perception of community. The adjusted means 
of moral development are shown in Table 32. The adjusted moral development mean for 
seniors (M=41.784, n=64) was higher than the adjusted mean for sophomores (M=33.479, 
n=34) when evaluated at the overall sample mean for perception of community. Table 33 
indicated that there was a significant difference (p=.025) in moral development group 
means for sophomores and seniors. Again, the univariate F-test demonstrated that the 
variance on moral development between groups of sophomores and seniors was 
significantly different from the variance within those groups (Table 34). Therefore, the 
relationship between moral development and perception of community varied 
significantly based on classification when analyzed by ANCOVA. 
 Residential Status Subgroups 
 The distribution of students who live on campus (n=65) versus off campus (n=33) 
was similar to the distribution of classification, which reflects this college’s requirement  
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P=principled reasoning score/moral development; CUCI=perception of community 














Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for Classification (N=98) 
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df Mean Square F Sig. 




































(a)  R Squared=.052 (Adjusted R Squared =.032)  
 
Table 32 
Estimated Marginal Means by Classification (N=98) 





Mean   Std. Deviation 
 






















Pairwise Comparisons by Classification (N=98) 
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c  -8.304(*)  3.657 
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Based on estimated marginal means 





Univariate Test for Classification (N=98) 
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residential subgroups, defined as on campus residence (r= -.167, df=63) and off campus 
residence (r=.115, df=31) did not show significant relationships between moral 
development and perception of community (Table 35). Analysis of covariance proved 
that the relationship between moral development and perception of community did not 
vary significantly based on residential status. In Table 36, the F test of significance 
indicated that residential status had no significant effect on moral development after 
removing the effects of the covariate, perception of community. In Table 37, the adjusted 
moral development mean for residential students (M=36.657) was slightly higher than the 
adjusted mean for non-residential students (M=35.77). However, the difference in group 
means was not significant (Table 38), because the data showed almost no variability on 
moral development means between the residential subgroups. Therefore, the univariate F-
test, located in Table 39, further explained that the variance on moral development 
between subgroups of residential status was not significantly different from the variance 
within the residential subgroups. 
Gender Subgroups 
 The final demographic variable was gender. In this sample (N=98) the male 
gender represented the majority (n=67). As indicated in Table 40, no significant 
relationship was found between moral development and perception of community based 
on the subgroups, female (r= -.220, df=29) and male (r=.038, df=65),. Then, analysis of 
covariance was considered; still, gender had no significant effect on moral development 
when the effects of the covariate had been removed (Table 41). In Table 42, the adjusted 
mean of moral development for females was higher (M=38.289) than the adjusted mean  
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Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for Residential Status (N=98) 
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Sum of 
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(a)  R Squared=.001 (Adjusted R Squared = -.020)  
 
Table 37 
Estimated Marginal Means by Residential Status (N=98) 
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Pairwise Comparisons by Residential Status (N=98) 










 Std. Deviation  Sig.(a) 
 























Univariate Test for Residential Status (N=98) 
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Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for Gender (N=98) 
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df Mean Square F Sig. 




































(a)  R Squared=.006 (Adjusted R Squared = -.015)  
 
Table 42 
Estimated Marginal Means by Gender (N=98) 































Pairwise Comparisons by Gender (N=98) 










 Std. Deviation  Sig.(a) 
 







 2.821  3.831  .463  
Based on estimated marginal means 
a=female; b=male 
 
difference was not significant. As a result, the univariate F-test proved that there was not 
enough variance between females and males for gender to have a significant effect (Table 
44). 
Summary 
 This study requested participation from a representative sample of current full-
time undergraduate students, classified as sophomore, junior, or senior; residential or 
non-residential; male or female. From the original sample of 800 students, 98 surveys 
(12%) were completed with reliable scores. The majority of participants was classified as 
sophomore (65.3%), living on campus (66.3%), and male (68.4%). Fifty-four participants 
(55.1%) reported a GPA between 4.0 and 3.4. Junior students were not represented in the 
sample (N=98). Along the CEI scale and subscales the majority of participants 
represented the following levels: moderate (78.6%) campus involvement, low (35.7%) 




Univariate Test for Gender (N=98) 
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The F tests the effect of Gender.  
 
  
(83.7%) community engagement. Because the sample was not truly representative, there 
were not always ideal numbers of participants for subgroup comparison analysis. Means 
for the composite scores were slightly lower than expected. 
Because the data revealed no significant relationship between students’ 
perceptions of the strength of community and their level of moral development, it was 
difficult to answer the remaining four research questions. However, analysis of 
covariance uncovered a few categorical variables that made a significant difference in 
adjusted moral development means when perception of community (the covariate) was 
held constant. The relationship between moral development and perception of community 
varied significantly with respect to students’ level of community relationships (p=.012), 
conceptual development (p=.038), and classification (p=.025).  








 The purpose of this study was to ascertain if a relationship existed between 
undergraduate students’ perceptions of the strength of community and their level of moral 
development, and whether that relationship varied significantly based on students’ level 
of community engagement, conceptual development, and certain defined subgroup 
comparisons. Before this research commenced, the confluence between perception of 
campus community and moral development had not been explored in undergraduate 
students. This research study was important to further understand the variables in the 
college experience that may influence students’ moral development and to encourage the 
integration of various approaches to moral education in the curriculum and the 
cocurriculum.  
As addressed in Chapter II, Millennial students’ are interested in personalizing 
their knowledge – to connect what they learn with how they live or would like to live. 
The goal of this chapter was to discuss the summary of procedures, results and 
conclusions, limitations, and recommendations for further research so that educational 
leaders are empowered to maximize their campus community’s understanding of and 
impact upon students’ character development. 
Summary of Procedures 
 This correlation study utilized three survey instruments that measured current 
students’ perceptions of community, moral development, and demographic information, 
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including data that related to students’ conceptual development and community 
engagement. After applying a nonproportional stratified random sampling technique on a 
representative sample of full-time undergraduate students at a small private Christian 
liberal arts college in the southeast, selected students (N=400) received an electronic/mail 
message that requested participation and oriented them to a secure website where the 
research survey was located for seven days in the Spring 2005 semester. All responses 
were anonymous; participants were guaranteed confidentiality with respect to their 
identities. Upon successful completion of the survey, participants were given a modest 
incentive.  
Results and Conclusions 
Because the response rate was less than desired (17.3%), the researcher employed 
identical sampling procedures and received a 24.8% response. When unreliable 
respondents’ scores were identified and discarded (almost 42%), the sample yielded a 
12% return rate (N=98). Due to a less than ideal return rate and a slightly 
unrepresentative sample, there were not always ideal numbers of participants for 
correlations and subgroup comparison analyses. For this reason, any conclusions that are 
made based on these findings should be treated with caution. 
While the majority of participants was classified as sophomore (65.3%), living on 
campus (66.3%), and male (68.4%), junior students were not represented in the sample 
(N=98) based on the data. Fifty-four participants (55.1%) reported a GPA between 4.0 
and 3.4, and no respondents indicated a GPA below 2.0. Along the CEI scale and 
subscales the majority of participants represented the following levels: moderate (78.6%) 
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campus involvement, low (35.7%) leadership responsibility, high (65.3%) community 
relationships, and overall, moderate (83.7%) community engagement. 
In preparation for addressing the research questions, ranges, means, and standard 
deviations were examined for the DIT P score, CUCI composite score, and CEI 
composite score and subscale scores. While the mean P (moral development) score on the 
DIT was 36.36, respondents scored between 0 and 70 on the DIT; the highest possible P 
score was 90 on the DIT short version. Although the there was a large range in students’ 
perceptions of the strength of community (53-138), the mean was 99.57 out of a possible 
148. Overall, respondents were moderately engaged with the campus community with 
one exception; participants indicated a higher level of engagement in and commitment to 
community relationships in comparison to the other CEI subscales.  
The major findings and conclusions from this correlation study are presented and 
discussed below in the corresponding research question.  
Research Question 1 
No significant relationship was found between undergraduate students’ perception 
of the strength of community and their level of moral development for this sample. The 
Pearson r value was -.026, which was not statistically significant at the chosen .05 level.  
Since a significant relationship did not exist between respondents’ perception of 
community and their moral development, was the theory flawed? Is it possible for the 
campus community to influence students’ character development? Were there problems 
with the research design? Were there other factors that need to be considered? 
In this case, either there is no significant relationship between students’ 
perceptions of community and their level of moral development or there were other 
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factors that affected this outcome. Although it is possible that the theory is flawed, it is 
still reasonable for an institution that projects a strong sense of community to shape 
students’ character positively through its people, policies, and procedures. Many factors – 
limitations of instruments (self-report format, inability of CUCI to measure institutional 
characteristics that could influence moral development, relevance of DIT stories, DIT 
reliability checks which invalidated 42 percent of sample), sampling procedures (low 
response rate, sample size, time of data collection), and interaction of other variables – 
could have contributed to this result; these will be discussed further in the limitations 
section.  
To explore further the reason for this finding, the researcher analyzed the mean 
scores for the CUCI composite and moral development P score. Though the scores 
ranged from 53 to 138, the CUCI mean score of 99.57 (out of a possible 148) indicated 
students’ confidence in the strength of community on this particular campus. While the 
CUCI is a valid and reliable assessment of students’ perceptions of the strength of 
community – “the policies and practices that mark the distinctive mission of a collegiate 
institution and that accent the shared values and commitments held in common by 
institutional constituents” (McDonald, 2002, p. 148), this survey may or may not be an 
accurate measure of the institutional characteristics that could play a significant role in 
character development. However, as McDonald (2002) suggested, the CUCI may be 
divided into two groups; the second group which incorporates the categories of 
“Institutional Membership Rights and Responsibilities, Institutional Respect for Diversity 
and Individuality, Institutional Standards and Regulations, and Institutional Service to 
Both Students and Community” is of particular interest in this study, because this group 
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requested information about community relationships, level of engagement with the 
institution, and issues of institutional character (pp. 148-150). 
Participants’ P scores (principled reasoning/moral development scores) ranged 
between 0 and 70 out of a possible 90 for the short version of the DIT. While it is 
important to note that the highest P score (P=70) in this sample’s range of scores 
exceeded the highest “Principled” scoring group in other research studies (P=65.2 for 
moral philosophy and political science graduate students) (Rest, 1994, p. 14), the mean 
score for the DIT was M=36.36. In previous research studies, college students averaged 
in the 40s; this study’s mean P score of 36.36 fell between P scores of senior high school 
students (P=31.8) and of adults in general (P=40.0) (Rest, 1994, p. 14). College seniors 
are expected to score in the mid 40s (McNeel, 1994, p. 36). So this mean score was 
reflective of younger college students like the sophomores in this study. Therefore, it 
would be reasonable to conclude that the high frequency of sophomore participants 
(65.3%) and the overall modest moral development (P) mean for college students might 
help to explain the lack of correlation between moral development and perception of 
community. Because the data expressed no significant relationship between students’ 
perceptions of the strength of community and their level of moral development, it was 
difficult to answer the remaining research questions.  
Research Question 2 
The researcher designed the survey that measured levels of engagement in 
Research Question 2 to support Astin’s (1984) theory of student involvement, “the 
amount of physical and psychological energy that the student devotes to the academic 
experience” (p. 297). Overall, the majority of participants (n=82, 83.7%) were considered 
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to be engaged with the campus community but not significantly high (n=16, 16.3%) or 
low (n=0) in their engagement. For the leadership responsibility subscale, participants 
were equally distributed along the various levels of the leadership responsibility subscale, 
meaning that the majority (64.3%) of participants take responsibility within the campus 
community in some way. Still, the low level of leadership responsibility (35.7%) 
represented was probably attributed to sophomores in the sample since they may not have 
had as many opportunities to take responsibility within the community yet.  
To address the second research question, correlation coefficients were computed 
first for participants’ moral development and perceptions of community based on each 
CEI scale and subscale – predetermined levels of community engagement, campus 
involvement, leadership responsibility, and community relationships.  Not one level of 
the CEI scale or subscales revealed a significant relationship between students’ moral 
development and perception of community.  
However, ANCOVA revealed that the community relationships subscale made a 
significant difference in moral development mean scores when variability due to 
perception of community was reduced.  In trying to determine the reasoning for this 
group effect, one might argue that perhaps those that scored moderately on the 
community relationships subscale responded more honestly and thoughtfully than those 
who self-reported high community relationships; this would support a more thoughtful, 
principled reasoning score on the DIT as well. Also, the moderate level of community 
relationships had the highest adjusted mean (M=42.907) for moral development in this 
study. Similarly, participants recorded significantly higher levels of engagement in and 
commitment to community values and relationships (subscale 3) in comparison to other 
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CEI subscales. As a result, students appeared to be much more engaged in and committed 
to community relationships compared to campus involvement (subscale 1) and leadership 
responsibility (subscale 2), which may explain the significant group effect of community 
relationships. The researcher concluded that the relationship between moral development 
and perception of community varied significantly based on community relationships. 
Research Question 3 
The same analyses were employed for the categorical variable of conceptual 
development, GPA, with four levels of academic achievement, (a) 4.0-3.4, (b) 3.3-2.7, (c) 
2.6-2.0, (d) below 2.0. Only the 2.6-2.0 GPA range indicated a significant relationship 
between students’ perception of community and their level of moral development.  
As demonstrated by the ANCOVA, GPA had a significant effect on moral 
development after removing the effects of the covariate, perception of community. 
Participants with higher GPAs had higher adjusted P means. There was no significant 
difference between adjusted moral development (P) means for high level of GPA and 
moderate level of GPA. However, adjusted means for the low level of GPA was 
significantly different from adjusted means for the moderate and high levels of GPAs. 
The greatest mean difference was between high GPA and low GPA. This outcome was 
expected since Rest (1986, 1994) has maintained that educational level and cognitive 
development relate to moral development. Furthermore, the instructions and test scale on 
the DIT could have been confusing to some participants, as relayed to the researcher by 
two respondents. Further research is warranted to test the effect of this factor since it 
could not be explained by the parameters of this study. 
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In response to research question 3, moral development and perception of 
community varied significantly based on conceptual development or GPA. This finding 
has many implications for the curriculum, because it supports and advances the 
educational goals of the institution.  
Research Question 4 
To address research question 4, first, correlation coefficients were computed to 
determine if a significant relationship existed between moral development and perception 
of community based on each category of students’ classification, residential status, and 
gender. No correlations were discovered. Then, ANCOVA was used to increase the 
power of the significance test and to see if the relationship between moral development 
and perception of community varied significantly with respect to subgroups of 
participants by classification, residential status and gender varied with the main 
constructs.  
Residential status and gender did not have a significant effect on moral 
development after removing the effects of perception of community. Although the 
adjusted means of moral development by gender for females were slightly higher than the 
males, they were not significantly different. This trend is supported by the research (Rest, 
1994, p. 14).  
When classification was examined, the low return rate became an important 
consideration. Unfortunately, the sample was not truly representative of the population 
since the data indicated no participants of junior standing. The high volume of sophomore 
participants may have influenced the moral development (P) mean scores because 
educational level has been established as a factor in determining DIT scores (Rest, 1994). 
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A more representative sample may have revealed different findings for the subgroup 
comparison of classification. Therefore, the conclusion that students’ perceptions of 
community and their moral development varied significantly based on classification 
should be considered with caution. 
Although still lower than other recorded P mean scores (Rest, 1994; McNeel, 
1994), the adjusted means of moral development in this study reflected the findings from 
other studies that included seniors and underclassmen, as discussed earlier in this chapter. 
Since seniors are in a higher educational level than sophomores, their moral development 
scores would be expected to be higher. Because the group effect of classification was 
significant, the relationship between students’ moral development and perception of 
community varied significantly based on classification.  
Limitations 
This study was limited by several factors that are grouped into two main areas of 
limitations: (1) instruments, (2) sampling and data collection procedures. These are 
considerations which should be taken into account if similar studies are conducted.  
First, the standardized instruments that were chosen to assess students’ moral 
development and perceptions of community may not have been the best measurements of 
these variables for the specific purposes of this study. While the CUCI assesses many 
characteristics of the campus community that may have the ability to influence or play a 
part in students’ character development, it is possible that the construction of a new 
survey addressing these community conditions for character growth would be more 
appropriate. Likewise, the DIT instrument only measured the justice principle of moral 
reasoning. Campus communities would benefit from an approach to measuring moral 
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development that considers the voice of care (Gilligan, 1982/1993), empathy (Hoffman, 
2000), and justice (Kohlberg, 1970). Also, several students complained that the DIT was 
either hard to understand, irrelevant, or seemed like “nonsense” (personal 
communication). As previously discussed, the DIT internal checks on subject reliability 
invalidated 70 respondents’ scores (42% of respondents). The Center for the Study of 
Ethical Development should reconsider the suggested cut-off points for this test on the 
short version of the DIT since 4 out of the 5 possible M stage items (which protect 
against inconsistency and unreliability of responses) were in the DIT short version.  
Second, there were several limitations due to the sampling and data collection 
procedures employed in this study. Most importantly, the sample was not large enough to 
obtain a satisfactory return rate or representative enough for some subgroup comparisons. 
Time was a factor; the length of time to complete the survey was too long; the time of the 
year–end of the semester–was too hectic. Although it was assumed that students would 
cooperate in completion of the survey, it was questionable whether participants took the 
survey seriously, especially the DIT, since so many respondents had to be discarded due 
to unreliability of DIT scores. Finally, some respondents may have rushed through the 
survey just to receive his/her incentive.   
Recommendations for Further Research 
 Certainly, further research is warranted to understand better the possible 
relationship between moral development and those characteristics of campus community 
that may shape and influence students’ moral development. Based on the findings of this 
study, three specific recommendations are made for future research initiatives:  
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• Since this study found for the most part no significant relationship between 
students’ perceptions of campus community and their moral development, it is 
possible that the two instruments selected for this study may not be the most 
effective instruments for pursuing this relationship. The first recommendation, 
therefore, is that other instruments be selected and/or designed and the 
correlation study repeated. 
• Another possibility is that we do not understand well the characteristics of the 
campus community that might be influencing students’ moral development. A 
qualitative research design might allow the exploration of students’ 
perceptions of precisely what characteristics of the campus community, if any, 
have influenced their moral development – what personnel, policies, 
procedures, values, celebrations, and/or other elements of campus community 
might be identified as influencing and shaping students’ moral development. 
• Because this research was severely limited by a low return rate, it would be 
beneficial to pursue all options for obtaining a satisfactory response rate and 
therefore, a representative sample, which might include a larger sample, 
request for student participation earlier in the semester, and/or different data 
collection methods. 
Other recommendations would include the construction of an instrument that 
measures moral development while emphasizing empathy, care, and justice in moral 
judgments. Follow-up studies with the DIT could measure moral development utilizing 
the N2 score instead of the P score since it has been determined as an improvement upon 
the P score (Bringle et al., 2004, p. 64). Students’ moral development could be organized 
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into predetermined levels for subgroup comparison analysis and for tests of significance 
based on other variables within the campus community. Administering the test in a 
classroom with an instructor (online or paper and pencil) could improve the scores by 
encouraging students to take the survey seriously. Additionally, a longitudinal study with 
a pretest/posttest design would allow institutions to assess the college effect or 
intervention effect on students’ moral development. Still, similar studies in conjunction 
with another institution would be beneficial for comparing the effect of different 
institutional characteristics that purport to influence students’ moral development. These 
and other research studies are needed between and within institutions of all types, sizes, 
and geographic regions. 
Summary 
Moral development is a lifelong process. The collegiate community cannot expect 
to see products of moral exemplars upon graduation; it can only hope to foster some kind 
of meaningful transition to a higher moral thinking. Likewise, character will not be 
developed here and there in isolated programs that are designed to meet a specific need. 
For the sake of community, campus constituents must partner together so that we may 
“equip them [students] to understand and cope with change. ...We must give them the 
critical qualities of mind and durable qualities of character that will serve them in 
circumstances we cannot now even predict” (Gardner, 1984, p. 53). I propose that if we 
do no challenge the morality of our students, we are not really connecting. The power to 
learn, love, and live well together is essential to morality. 
Is it possible for the campus community to affect students’ character? The 
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Part I: Demographic Information 
Please indicate the following demographic characteristics as they apply to you. Remember your 
responses will be kept confidential. This survey should take less than 5 minutes to complete. 
 
1. My classification is:  a.) sophomore  b.) junior      c.) senior 
  
2. My housing status is:   a.) on campus residence     
    b.) off campus residence/commuter 
 
3. My gender is:   a.) female   b.) male 
 
4. My cumulative G.P.A. is:  a.) 4.0-3.4  b.) 3.3-2.7         
c.) 2.6-2.0  d.) below 2.0 
 
Part II: Your Community Experience 
This section is designed to acquire perceptions of your personal experience within the campus 
community.  
 
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT INVENTORY (CEI) 
 
Please read each question carefully and record your campus involvement by indicating the 
appropriate response. Your responses should reflect your level of engagement within the college 
community. (Note: “n/a” means not applicable) 
 
Campus Involvement Patterns 
 
1. How many years have you attended Carson-Newman College? 
a.) 0-1   b.) 2-3   c.) 4-5   d.) 6 or more  
 
2. How many semesters have you lived in a residence hall? 
a.) 0-1   b.) 2-4   c.) 5-7   d.) 8 or more 
 
3. Per semester, how often do you go home on weekends (excluding holidays)? 
a.) 0-1   b.) 2-3   c.) 4-5   d.) 6 or more 
 
4. Per semester, how often do you attend a Carson-Newman athletic event? 
a.) 0-1   b.) 2-3   c.) 4-5   d.) 6 or more 
 
5. Per semester, how often do you attend and/or participate in unrequired cultural activities 
on campus (worship/chapel, musical/theatrical performances, art exhibits, debates, 
literary programs)? 
a.) 0-1   b.) 2-3   c.) 4-5   d.) 6 or more 
 
6. Every year, how often do you attend and/or participate in campus-wide student events 
(Homecoming, Spring Formal, Mudball, BeachFest, Welcome Week, concerts, etc.)? 




7. How many times per week do you visit the Student Activities Center (S.A.C.)? 
a.) 0-1   b.) 2-5   c.) 6-9   d.) 10 or more 
 
8. How many times per week do you eat in the cafeteria and/or “Eagle’s Nest”? 
a.) 0-5   b.) 6-10   c.) 11-15  d.) 16 or more 
 
9. How many times per week do you interact (communicate, spend time, work, etc.) with a 
faculty or staff person outside the classroom? 
a.) 0-1   b.) 2-3   c.) 4-5   d.) 6 or more 
 
10. How many hours per week do you spend studying with your peers? 
a.) 0-1   b.) 2-5   c.) 6-9   d.) 10 or more  
 
11. How many hours per week do you work on campus (workstudy, teaching assistant, part-
time job, etc.)? 
a.) 0-4   b.) 5-7   c.) 8-10   d.) 11 or more  
 
12. How many hours per week are you involved in community service? 
a.) 0   b.) 1-2   c.) 3-4   d.) 5 or more  
 
13. How many hours per week are you involved in extra-curricular activities (clubs, groups, 
organizations, intramurals, and/or athletics)? 
a.) 0-4   b.) 5-7   c.) 8-10   d.) 11 or more  
 
14. In how many of the following extra-curricular activities do you participate on a regular 
basis? 











Commitment to Community Responsibility: Leadership Positions 
 
15. In how many of the above extra-curricular activities do you currently hold a recognized 
leadership position (officer, resident assistant, captain, director, chairperson, etc.)? 
a.) 0   b.) 1   c.) 2   d.) 3 or more  
 
16. Indicate the title that best reflects the highest leadership position you have held in any of 
the above extra-curricular activities? 
a.) n/a   b.) Committee Chair c.) Officer (i.e. VP)  d.) President/ 
     R.A./Capt.  
 
17. As a student at Carson-Newman, to what extent would you consider yourself a 
responsible member of the Carson-Newman community? 
a.) not responsible b.) modestly responsible    c.) very responsible d.) highly  
      responsible  
Student Government  Eagle Production Company Student Ambassadors   
Boyer Lab for Learning  Bonner Scholars  FLIGHT Program  
Student Publications  Honor societies   Sororities/fraternities 
Residence Life Programming Campus Ministries  Band/music group 




Commitment to Community Relationships 
 
18. Based on your relationships on campus, indicate how often you exemplify the following 
values:  
Openness – 
a.) almost never  b.) sometimes  c.) almost always d.) always  
 
Honesty –  
a.) almost never  b.) sometimes  c.) almost always d.) always  
 
Respect –  
a.) almost never  b.) sometimes  c.) almost always d.) always  
 
Valuing others –  
a.) almost never  b.) sometimes  c.) almost always d.) always  
 
Compassion – 
a.) almost never  b.) sometimes  c.) almost always d.) always  
 
Accountability – 
a.) almost never  b.) sometimes  c.) almost always d.) always  
 
Reconciliation – 
a.) almost never  b.) sometimes  c.) almost always d.) always  
 
19. Based on your relationships on campus, indicate how often you expect from others the 
following values:  
Openness – 
a.) almost never  b.) sometimes  c.) almost always d.) always  
 
Honesty –  
a.) almost never  b.) sometimes  c.) almost always d.) always  
 
Respect –  
a.) almost never  b.) sometimes  c.) almost always d.) always  
 
Valuing others –  
a.) almost never  b.) sometimes  c.) almost always d.) always  
 
Compassion – 
a.) almost never  b.) sometimes  c.) almost always d.) always  
 
Accountability – 
a.) almost never  b.) sometimes  c.) almost always d.) always  
 
Reconciliation – 
a.) almost never  b.) sometimes  c.) almost always d.) always 
 
20. Based on your relationships on campus, how often do you work to build trust? 







































RESEARCH PROJECT SUMMARY 
 
Relationship Between Perceptions of Community and Moral Development  
of Undergraduate Students 
 
 
Purpose of Research 
 
 The purpose of this study is to ascertain if a relationship exists between 
undergraduate students’ perceptions of the strength of community and their level of moral 
development, and whether that relationship varies significantly based on students’ level 
of community engagement, conceptual development, and certain defined subgroup 
comparisons. This correlation study will be conducted at an institution that is recognized 
for its strong commitment to the Christian faith, liberal arts tradition, and holistic student 
development. The following questions guide the objectives of this research study: 
 
1. Does a relationship exist between undergraduate students’ perceptions of the 
strength of community and their level of moral development?  
 
2. Does the strength of the relationship between students’ perceptions of 
community and their level of moral development vary significantly with 
respect to students’ level of community engagement, such as campus 
involvement patterns, leadership responsibility, and relationships? 
 
3. Does the strength of the relationship between students’ perceptions of 
community and their level of moral development vary significantly with 
respect to students’ conceptual development, as defined by academic 
performance (cumulative grade point average)? 
 
4. Does the strength of the relationship between students’ perceptions of 
community and their level of moral development vary significantly in 
comparison to relationships between certain subgroups, defined as students’ 




 Cynthia Bright Seaver. Cindy Seaver is a graduate student in the College Student 
Personnel Program at the University of Tennessee, Knoxville.  
 
Methodology & Data Collection 
 
This correlation study will be conducted utilizing three survey instruments that 
will measure self-reported, quantitative data: current students’ perceptions of community, 
moral development, and demographic information, including data that relate to students’ 
conceptual development and community engagement. Two surveys, College and 
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University Community Inventory (CUCI) (McDonald, 1996) and Defining Issues Test 
(DIT) (Rest, 1979), are standardized instruments. Through the distribution of a 
descriptive survey, designed by the researcher, demographic information and questions 
regarding student involvement patterns within the campus community will be gathered. 
The instruments will be available online. Students will receive an electronic/mail 
message providing information about the study and requesting participation. Due to the 
amount of time required to complete the surveys, students will be given an incentive for 
participation in the study. Upon successful completion of the surveys, respondents will 
receive a random confirmation code that they will exchange in the campus bookstore for 
a 10 percent discount. Students will have the option to enter their phone number or email 
address into a scheduled drawing in the campus bookstore for the opportunity to win 
three one hundred dollar cash prizes provided by the researcher and other prizes donated 




 A representative sample of the entire population will be obtained from the 
institutional registrar. This sample will be delineated as current full-time undergraduate 
students, enrolled for a minimum of one year, classified as sophomore, junior, or senior; 
residential or non-residential; male or female. To guarantee a large enough sample size 
(300 minimum), the researcher will request participation from 400 students. A 
nonproportional stratified random sampling technique will be employed in order to 
ensure similar numbers in the subgroups. Each student will be assigned to the appropriate 
subgroup, residential or non-residential; sophomore, junior, or senior; male or female. 
Selected students, responding to the electronic mail message and completing the survey 
instruments, will participate in the study. If the response rate for this sample is less than 
desired for subgroup comparisons, a second sample will be conducted utilizing identical 




While there have been a myriad of research studies regarding moral development 
in the curriculum versus the cocurriculum, higher education needs to adopt a systemic, 
integrated approach to character development across the entire campus community. 
Although data support the notion that students’ character is influenced by their college 
experience, current research literature does not address the confluence between students’ 
perceptions of institutional characteristics and their moral development. This study 
examines the relationship between students’ perceptions of the strength of community 
and their level of moral development and whether that relationship varies significantly 
based on other variables in the college experience.  
Furthermore, educators need data that show what aspects of the campus 
environment express its commitment to character and maximize students’ moral 
development. The results of this study will provide valuable feedback to colleges and 
universities in general, and to the site’s academic and student affairs leadership in 
particular, regarding the role of community in the development of character. These data 
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will help similar institutions reconsider the factors, both individual and collegiate, that 
may relate to students’ moral development. At the selected institution, the study is 
relevant for considering moral development of current students so that a variety of 
approaches to moral education may be integrated in the curriculum, as well as, the 
cocurriculum. Because “the basic purpose of assessing students is to enhance their 
educational development” (Astin, 1991, p. 4), these findings will assist faculty and 
student affairs personnel in making intentional decisions concerning the campus 
community that will serve to meet the needs of its students better and thus empower the 
entire collegiate community to live and learn well together. 
 
Confidentiality & Use of Findings 
 
 Since this study measures relatively personal student perspectives and 
developmental stages, it is important to assure the participants of confidentiality with 
respect to their identities and responses. Participants’ responses are anonymous. Although 
participants will receive an electronic mail message that will inform them of this research 
study, students who choose to participate will be guaranteed that their identities will 
remain confidential. Upon receipt of either an electronic mail message or a memo 
through the mail, students will be instructed to go to a link that will orient them to a 
secure website where the instruments will be located. From this point, there is no way to 
track online who completes the instruments. Every participant will receive identical 
instruments with no coding process. Upon successful execution of all three survey 
instruments, respondents will receive a random confirmation code that they will exchange 
in the site’s campus bookstore for an incentive for their participation. Participants have 
the option to enter their phone number or email address into a prize drawing following 
data collection. If participants do not choose to provide their phone number or email 
address, their identities will remain anonymous. This website will be managed by a 
computer programmer, located in Knoxville, Tennessee. Upon request, the researcher 
will provide a summary of the research results and conclusions following completion of 
the study. Finally, data from the survey instruments will be kept in a locked departmental 




 Data collection is expected to begin in Spring 2005 and the project is expected to 
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Dear . . . [Academic Provost], 
 
I trust this letter finds you preparing to emit another class of promising men and women 
for service to society and the world. My name is Cynthia Bright Seaver, and I am writing 
to propose a partnership in research. Your institution was chosen for its strong 
commitment to the Christian faith, liberal arts tradition, and holistic student development.  
 
As a graduate student in College Student Personnel at the University of Tennessee, I have 
become aware of the growing need for an emphasis on moral development in higher 
education and the important role that the campus community can play in that learning 
process. I propose that if we do not challenge the morality of our students, we are not 
really connecting. As an alumna (2000) of Carson-Newman College, I have witnessed the 
potential of a campus community that values and inspires students of strong character. 
Christian educational leaders need data that show what aspects of the campus 
environment express its commitment to character and maximize students’ moral 
development.  
 
Although data support the notion that students’ character is influenced by their college 
experience, current research literature does not address the confluence between students’ 
perceptions of institutional characteristics and their moral development. This study 
examines the relationship between students’ perceptions of the strength of community 
and their level of moral development. The results of this study will provide valuable 
feedback to private Christian liberal arts colleges in general, and to the site’s academic 
and student affairs leadership in particular, regarding the role of community in the 
development of character. At the selected institution, the study is relevant for considering 
the moral development of current students so that various approaches to moral education 
may be explored in the curriculum, as well as, the cocurriculum. 
 
For your review, I have enclosed a summary of this research project that addresses the 
important details of the study that are relevant to this institution. I would greatly enjoy the 
opportunity to discuss this proposal with you further at your earliest convenience. Thank 





Cynthia B. Seaver 
Encl. 
 























Potential Research Participant Invitation  
























COULD WIN $100 CASH & MORE! 
 
 
April 4, 2005 
 
Dear . . . [Name of Potential Participant]: 
 
You have been randomly selected as a potential participant in a research project about 
students’ perceptions of the campus community and their moral development. 
 
My name is Cindy Seaver, and I am conducting research at Carson-Newman College for a thesis 
at the University of Tennessee, Knoxville. I am inviting you to participate in an online research 
study. The purpose of this study is to determine if a relationship exists between undergraduate 
students’ perceptions of the strength of community and their level of moral development. Your 
opinions and input about your college experience is critical to the success of this study. 
 
Please go to http://survey.focalpointinc.net and enter your random authorization code: ...[Code]. 
Proceed to respond to three short surveys that will take 30-45 minutes to complete. The surveys 
will be available from Wednesday, April 6 at 8:00 a.m. through Tuesday, April 12 at 5 p.m. 
All students will receive an email reminder on Sunday, April 10. All responses are anonymous, 
and your identities will remain confidential. No email addresses, names, identifiers, or codes of 
any type are attached to your submission (random authorization code only ensures that selected 
students complete the surveys).  
 
Don’t forget your incentive(s) to participate! You will receive a 10% discount in the 
Campus Bookstore and the opportunity to win one of three $100 cash prizes and other 
generous prizes from Starbucks, Super Target, Marble Slab Creamery, Cedar Springs 
Christian Bookstore, Lifeway Christian Store, Pizza Inn, The Creamery, Wal-Mart, Baskin 
Robbins, Chick-fil-A, and C-N’s Eagle’s Nest & Eagle Express. Upon successful completion 
of the surveys, you will receive a random confirmation code that you will exchange in the campus 
bookstore for your 10% discount (some restrictions apply). At that time, you will be able to enter 
your phone number or email address into a drawing for the opportunity to win one of three $100 
cash prizes or other great prizes. The drawing will take place in the campus bookstore on 
Thursday, April 14 at 3 p.m. Your attendance is not required to win.  
 
Your participation is voluntary, and you may withdraw at any time. (Completion is required to 
receive incentives.) Submission of the online surveys will constitute your informed consent to 
participate. Upon request, the researcher will provide a summary of the research results 
following completion of the study. If you have questions and/or want more information, please 
contact the researcher at 865-471-3455 or cseaver@cn.edu. 
 





Cynthia B. Seaver 
Carson-Newman Alumna ‘00 















































From:   Cindy Seaver 
To:   Cindy Seaver 
Bcc:   . . . [Email addresses of potential participants] 
Subject:  Special Invitation for C-N Students! 
 
Dear C-N Student,  
 
YOU COULD WIN $100 CASH & MORE! 
 
You have been selected as a potential participant in a research project about students’ 
perceptions of the campus community and their moral development. 
 
My name is Cindy Seaver, and I am conducting research at Carson-Newman College for a thesis 
at the University of Tennessee, Knoxville. I am inviting you to participate in an online research 
study. The purpose of this study is to determine if a relationship exists between undergraduate 
students’ perceptions of the strength of community and their level of moral development. Your 
opinions and input about your college experience is critical to the success of this study. 
 
HOW IT WORKS: 
 
Please click on the link shown here http://survey.focalpointinc.net and enter your random 
authorization code, which is in your campus box/mailbox. Proceed to respond to three short 
surveys that will take 30-45 minutes to complete. The surveys will be available from 
Wednesday, April 6 at 8:00 a.m. through Tuesday, April 12 at 5 p.m. All students will 
receive an email reminder on Sunday, April 10. All responses are anonymous, and your identities 
will remain confidential. No email addresses, names, identifiers, or codes of any type are attached 
to your submission (random authorization code only ensures that selected students complete the 
surveys).  
 
INCENTIVES FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION: 
 
 10% discount in the Campus Bookstore 
 
 Opportunity to win one of three $100 cash prizes  
 
 Opportunity to win other generous prizes from Starbucks, Super Target, Marble Slab 
Creamery, Cedar Springs Christian Bookstore, Lifeway Christian Store, Pizza Inn, 
The Creamery, Wal-Mart, Baskin Robbins, Chick-fil-A, and C-N’s Eagle’s Nest & 
Eagle Express.  
 
Upon successful completion of the surveys, you will receive a random confirmation code that you 
will exchange in the campus bookstore for a 10 percent discount (some restrictions apply). At that 
time, you will be able to enter your phone number or email address into a drawing for the 
opportunity to win one of three $100 cash prizes or other great prizes from various vendors in 
area. The drawing will take place in the campus bookstore on Thursday, April 14 at 3 p.m. Your 







Your participation is voluntary, and you may withdraw at any time. (Completion is required to 
receive incentives.) Submission of the online surveys will constitute your informed consent to 
participate. Upon request, the researcher will provide a summary of the research results 
following completion of the study. If you have questions and/or want more information, please 
contact the researcher at 865-471-3455 or cseaver@cn.edu. 
 





Cindy B. Seaver 
Carson-Newman Alumna ‘00 





















































































                               DON’T MISS YOUR CHANCE TO WIN  




This survey is only available:  
Wednesday, April 6 (8 a.m.) through Tuesday, April 12 (5 p.m.) 
 
 
WELCOME! I greatly appreciate your willingness to participate in this research that involves 
students’ perceptions of the strength of community and their level of moral development. Your 
opinions and input about your college experience is critical to the success of this study. The 
results may help Carson-Newman serve the campus community in the future!  
 
This survey contains multiple pages and is divided into three short questionnaires. The first 
questionnaire asks you questions related to demographic information and campus involvement. 
The second questionnaire asks you to assess Carson-Newman’s efforts to create and nurture 
community. The last questionnaire measures your level of moral development. Because your 
responses are completely anonymous, please answer the questions honestly. There are no wrong 
answers. The entire survey should take you 30-45 minutes to complete.  
 
ONCE YOU BEGIN THE SURVEY, YOU MUST FINISH TO RECEIVE YOUR 
INCENTIVE(S) – 10% discount in campus bookstore, opportunity to win $100 cash or other 
prizes. Please make sure to use the FINISH button at the end to send your answers and to print 
your random confirmation code. 
 
 
Caution: Please do not use the refresh, back, or forward buttons of your browser. Instead, use the 
NEXT button to navigate through the survey. After you click NEXT, the system will prompt you 
to answer any questions left blank on the previous page.   
The system will allow you to leave the survey and come back later...ONLY if you answer every 
question on the current Questionnaire, then press the NEXT button, and after the new 
Questionnaire opens, you may exit. The system will save your responses at this point. When you 
log back in, the system will automatically open to the next Questionnaire (provided that you 
answered every question on the previous one). Please remember that you must finish the entire 
survey to be eligible for the incentive(s).  
  
 Enter your authorization code below & click the Submit button to begin. 
    
















































ATTENTION STUDENTS:  







Confirmation Code: _________ 
(Note: This code is not traceable to your responses.) 
 
 
Exchange this printout in the campus bookstore for: 
 
10% OFF A REGULAR-PRICED PURCHASE  
 (excluding textbooks, other discounts, and sale/clearance items) 
 








INSTRUCTIONS FOR DRAWING: If you want to enter your name into the drawing to win 
one of three $100 cash prizes and other great prizes, take this page to the campus bookstore. At 
this time the clerk will verify your random confirmation code for the drawing.  You must return 
this page to the bookstore before 3 p.m. on Thursday, April 14, 2005 (time of drawing). Your 
attendance is not required to win.  If you are a winner, the researcher will contact you with the 
information you give below.  
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
Bookstore clerk: Please tear along this line, verify confirmation code, and put the student’s contact information in the drawing. 
 
Confirmation Code: _________ 
 
Please provide your phone number: _______________ or email address: 
________________________ 
You will be contacted in the event you win a prize in the drawing on April 14th.  Your prizes will 
be available in the campus bookstore for pick-up after the drawing and no later than April 19th at 
noon.    
 
Thanks again for completing this survey! 
 
Upon request, the researcher will provide a summary of the research results following completion 
of the study. If you would like to receive a copy of this, please email Cindy Seaver at 




Cynthia Renee Bright Seaver was born in Knoxville, Tennessee, June 17, 1977 to 
Rev. Ronald J. Bright and Sherry S. Bright. She attended elementary and middle schools 
across Knox County. Her family relocated to Clinton, Tennessee, where she graduated 
from Clinton High School as Valedictorian in 1996. The following semester, Cynthia 
enrolled at Carson-Newman College in Jefferson City, Tennessee, where she was highly 
engaged with the campus community through various leadership positions in 
organizations, such as Mortar Board, Student Government Association, Christian 
Council, Baptist Collegiate Ministries, and others. Through these campus involvement 
experiences, Cynthia realized her passion to help empower college students to reach their 
full potential. In 2000, she received the Algernon Sydney Sullivan Award and earned a 
Bachelor of Arts degree in Biology (Pre-Med), with a Minor in English. 
Immediately after receiving her undergraduate degree, Cynthia worked as a short-
term missionary in Mobile, Alabama. In 2001, she became the Student Development 
Coordinator and Administrative Assistant to the Vice President for Student Development 
at Palm Beach Atlantic University in West Palm Beach, Florida; among other things, she 
coordinated events and mentored students in the Apprentice Leadership Program. 
Cynthia married and returned to Knoxville in 2002. She served two years as an 
AmeriCorps member at Emerald Youth Foundation (EYF), where she mentored urban 
youth in Knoxville. While working at EYF, Cynthia enrolled in graduate studies at the 
University of Tennessee, Knoxville. During her second year of graduate work, she served 
as the Student Activities Intern at her alma mater. In August 2005, Cynthia received her 
Master of Science degree in College Student Personnel. 
